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CHAPTER 1. OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
Introduction 
Current public dissatisfaction with education has led to calls for major reforms or 
transformation of schools. Understandably, this includes demands for changes in teacher education 
as well. In both education and teacher education, it is important that the changes be substantive, not 
superficial. This requires a thorough examination of the fundamental assumptions about the nature 
and acquisition of knowledge, the conditions that enhance learning, the relationship between 
knowledge and behavior, and the role of the teacher in enhancing the learning process. This 
examination should occur in teacher education as well as in classroom education. Questions to be 
answered by teacher educators include "How do prospective teachers learn to teach?" "What courses 
and experiences enhance that learning?" and "What can teacher educators do to influence the 
process?" 
Albert Bandura's Social Cognitive Theory provides a conceptual framework for analyzing 
how teachers learn to teach and for designing more effective teacher education programs. Major 
premises of the theory include mutual influence among a person, his/her behavior, and the 
environment; cognitive processing of information, including self-referent thought; the centrality of 
self-efficacy in motivating and predicting behavior; and the relative power of various sources of 
efficacy information. A brief summary of the theory and its implications for teacher education 
follow. 
Theoretical Framevrork 
Bandura's (1977a, 1986) Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), formerly referred to as Social 
Learning Theory, of human thought and behavior represents a major departure from behaviorist 
learning theory which has influenced educational practice for years. According to SCT, a person's 
behavior is a result of a choice to act based on cognitively processed information about the self, the 
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environment, and the likely consequences of the behavior. In contrast to the stimulus/response 
premise of behaviorism, social cognitive theory suggests that a person both shapes and is shaped by 
his/her actions and environment. Bandura refers to this mutual influence as triadic reciprocity 
(Bandura, 1977a, 1986). 
Learning. Learning occurs through central processing of direct (experiential), vicarious 
(observational), and symbolic information. Most human behavior is learned through modeling 
(conscious or nonconscious observation of behaviors), including self-modeling. From modeled 
behavior, one can learn approximately what to do before attempting the action. The capacity to learn 
from others' experience via observation reduces the necessity for trial and error effort by each 
individual. It also allows information not immediately necessary or appropriate to be stored for 
future reference. Many skills learned initially through observation are perfected later through 
enactment. However, the ability to learn observationally is limited or enhanced by characteristics of 
both the learner and the skill to be learned. Attributes of the observer and of the modeled event 
influence how accurate and complete the person's mental image of the behavior is, how close the 
attempted behavior is to the mental image, and what kinds of judgments are made about the attempt. 
Bandura identifies four cognitive subprocesses that govern observational learning: attentional, 
retentional, production, motivational (Bandura, 1977a, 1986). 
Enactive learning is that which occurs through direct experience. Many cognitive and 
behavioral structures learned initially through niodeling are reHned and perfected experientially. 
Physical enactment serves as the vehicle for transforming factual and procedural knowledge into 
skilled action. Development of performance skill is a process of pattern matching. Enactive learning 
also provides the opportunity for a special type of observational learning ~ self modeling. People 
construct conceptions of their performance from observing their actions and the effects of those 
actions. 
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Learning also occurs through cognitive processing of symbolic information. Much of the 
knowledge acquired in educational settings is gained through cognitive processing of symbols, such 
as written and oral language. 
Behavior. While knowledge and skill inform behavior, they do not necessarily predict 
behavior. A person's choice of behavior is based on two types of expectations: outcome 
expectations and efficacy expectations (Bandura 1977b). 
"An outcome expectancy is defined as a person's estimate that a given behavior will 
lead to certain desired outcomes. An efficacy expectation is the conviction that one 
can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes. Outcome 
and efficacy expectations are differentiated, because individuals can believe that a 
particular course of action will produce certain outcomes, but if they entertain 
serious doubts about whether they can perform the necessary activities such 
information does not influence their behavior" (p. 193). 
Because of cognitive processing, the anticipated outcome of the behavior and one's perception of 
ability to perform are better predictors of behavior than the actual outcome or skill (Bandura, 1982). 
Bandura suggests that one's perception of self-efficacy, that is, his/her efficacy expectation, 
is the key factor in determining whether that person will engage in a certain behavior. Given 
sufficient incentive and pre-requisite subskills, self-efficacy judgments determine a person's choice 
of activities and environmental settings, the amount of effort they expend, and their persistence in the 
face of obstacles and aversive experiences (Bandura 1977b). Strong efficacy leads to greater effort 
to master challenges; serious doubt results in slackened effort and/or giving up. 
Those with high self-efficacy think and feel differently from those with low self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1989b). Low self-efficacy leads to self-diagnosis rather than task-diagnosis and over-
estimation of task demands and personal deficiencies. This creates stress and undermines utilization 
of capabilities by focusing on deficiencies instead of strategies and on possible adverse outcomes 
instead of goal attainment. A strong sense of self-efficacy is needed to remain task-focused and for 
optimal utilization of cognitive resources in the face of difficulties (Wood and Bandura, 1989). 
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Information from four sources contributes to perceptions of efficacy: 1) Performance 
attainments. Successful execution of a behavior leads to the highest, strongest, and most generalized 
self-efficacy. Authentic mastery strengthens self-efficacy; early repeated failure without negative 
circumstance lowers it. 2) Vicarious experience. Success of similar others increases efficacy 
expectations as well as demonstrating (modeling) effective performance, but lacks the power of 
direct personal experience. 3) Verbal and other social persuasion. Attempts at personal persuasion 
are limited in ability to create enduring efficacy, but do lead to effort to try to learn and succeed if 
they are realistic. Perceptions based on persuasion are the most vulnerable to disconfirming 
experience. 4) Physiological state. Arousal is perceived as an ominous sign of vulnerability to 
failure. High arousal generally debilitates performance. It is important to remember that it is the 
cognitive processing of efficacy information, not the information per se, that determines the resultant 
efficacy. Cues and rules for interpreting and integrating efficacy information are learned. 
Implications of the Theory for Teacher Education 
Each of the major premises of Bandura's theory has implications for teacher education. First, 
students both influence and are influenced by the teacher education program. Teacher educators 
must not assume that what is covered in their classes is what students learn, accept, and remember. It 
is the students' processing of the information that matters. 
Second, teacher educators must recognize the extent and power of teacher education students' 
experience as K-12 students (previous observational learning) in shaping their expectations and 
beliefs about teaching. Teacher education students are not without information about teaching and 
teachers. They already have elaborate, though incomplete and inaccurate, conceptions of teaching 
and learning developed during their years as students. Their direct experience as students was also 
an observational experience about teachers. Students must integrate and/or reconcile current and 
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past information and experiences. The more elaborate, extensive, and emotionally charged the 
student's existing knowledge structures are, the more resistant they are to change. 
Third, in order to stimulate and facilitate change it is important that teacher educators be able 
to present students with a framework for thinking and learning about teaching. The development and 
use of models of teaching provides a language for learning about, communicating about, and 
describing relationships among actors, actions, and outcomes in the school setting. It is not enough 
for teacher educators just to know about or be able to do teaching. They must also be able to 
communicate these conceptions and conceptual frameworks verbally or symbolically in a way that 
teacher education students can understand. Unless student processing of direct, vicarious, and 
symbolic information results in a belief that what teacher educators say to do will actually work, i.e., 
results in positive outcome expectations, students will have little motivation to teach in that way. 
Fourth, teaching must be viewed as a behavioral or performance skill rather than just a 
cognitive skill. Students must learn to do teaching, not just learn about teaching. As with any 
performance skill, teacher education students must have opportunities to practice and master teaching 
skills before being expected to take on the fiill responsibilities of a classroom teacher. These practice 
opportunities should progress from simple, controlled experiences to complex, ambiguous challenges 
in real classroom settings. Successful performance of developing skills would also confirm and 
strengthen the related newly acquired conceptions. 
Fifth, since self-efficacy perception is the critical factor in determining whether students will 
actu£dly implement the learned teaching model(s), development of actual and perceived self-efficacy 
should be the goal of the teacher education program. In addition to positive outcome expectations, 
the students must believe that the learned model(s) will work for them personally, that is, result in 
positive self-efficacy expectations. Teacher education students whose self-efficacy beliefs are based 
on performance attainments (direct experience of successful performance) are more likely to engage 
in the desired behaviors and to persist in those behaviors even in difficult situations. Those who 
have had few if any opportunities to practice in a real classroom will have efficacy expectations 
based on vicarious experiences (such as observation of practicing teachers and/or memories of their 
own past teachers) or verbal or social persuasion (e.g., reading about or discussing successful 
teaching, others' opinions about their potential as teachers). Students whose efficacy perceptions are 
based on vicarious experience or verbal/social persuasion are less likely to engage or persist in the 
desired behaviors. Preservice teachers with high self-efficacy for teaching in the way desired by 
teacher educators are more likely to attempt and persist in teaching that way during student teaching 
and perhaps beyond. Self-efficacy based on successful performance of real teaching is less likely to 
be weakened by difficulties inherent in teaching than is self-efficacy based on vicarious experience 
or verbal persuasion. 
Application of the Theory to Student Teaching 
Because student teaching is the major opportunity for the prospective teacher to actually do 
teaching, self-efficacy theory may be especially applicable to this phase of professional preparation. 
Student teachers have had few opportunities to practice in a real classroom and will have efficacy 
expectations based primarily on vicarious experiences, verbal or social persuasion, or direct 
experience in previous teaching-like activities. Student teaching provides opportunities for the direct 
teaching experience that will confirm, modify, or disconfirm their perceptions of self-efficacy. Thus, 
the efficacy expectations that teacher education students take to their future classrooms will be 
determined in part by their student teaching experiences. 
Studying the development of self-efficacy during student teaching would be useful in two 
ways; development of strategies to enhance self-efficacy development and prediction of probable 
future teaching behavior. In order to enhance self-efficacy development, further investigation of 
students' self-efficacy perceptions and their cognitive processing of efficacy information is necessary. 
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How student teachers think about their experiences, particularly how they interpret their successes, 
difficulties, and failures, has yet to be explored. 
In studying student teachers' self-efficacy, it is important to account for the assumptions 
inherent in the model. The theory suggests that self-efficacy plays a primary role in determining 
behavior when sufficient incentive to perform the behavior and pre-requisite subskills are present. 
For student teachers, the importance of demonstrating valued behaviors for their evaluators, 
especially those behaviors deemed to be important personally, would seem to suggest that they have 
sufficient incentive to perform optimally. The placement of the practicum experience at the end of 
the professional preparation sequence implies that mastery of pre-requisite teaching subskills has 
occurred. If this is so, then the theoretical assumptions are accounted for and self-efficacy would be 
expected to be a predictor of a student teacher's teaching behavior. 
Statement of Problem 
Although SCT and self-efficacy theory have been used to examine and enhance classroom 
teaching and learning, it has not been systematically applied to the process of learning to teach. 
Some work has been done on the relationships between self-efficacy and teacher behaviors and 
between teacher self-efficacy and student achievement. Further research is necessary to study the 
development of self-efficacy and the predictive and/or explanatory power of the theory for teacher 
education. If this theoretical model does have power for teacher education, it will provide a useful 
framework for experimental research and for revising and refining teacher education programs. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to use Bandura's self-efficacy theory to investigate teacher 
education students' self-efficacy expectations and the sources of those expectations, as well as to see 
whether expectations or sources changed as a result of student teaching. Student teachers' beliefs 
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about the importance of selected teaching skills and their perceptions about the adequacy of their 
preparation to perform these skills were measured in order to examine theoretical assumptions about 
the presence of sufficient incentive and prerequisite subskills. In addition, a frequently used teaching 
efficacy scale was included in order to compare self-efficacy or changes on self-efficacy as measured 
by two different instruments. 
Research Questions 
The study was designed to answer the following research questions; 
1. Do teacher education students believe it is important for a teacher to perform well the skills 
identified? 
2. Do they feel that their teacher education program has prepared them well to do these things? 
3. Do they expect to be able to perform them successfully? 
4. What are the sources of those expectations? 
5. Do their ratings of importance or preparation change as a result of student teaching? 
6. Do their efficacy expectations change as a result of student teaching? 
7. If there is a change in self-efficacy, is it related to the sources of their efficacy expectations or to 
changes in these sources? 
Method 
Sample 
Subjects were teacher education students from Iowa State University. There were 186 
students registered for student teaching during Spring semester, 1994. Names, locations, and 
assignments were obtained from the coordinator of field experiences. The 112 elementary majors 
began student teaching on January 19 and taught for eight weeks in each of two locations and/or 
grade levels. Some of the 74 secondary or multi-level majors followed the same schedule as the 
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elementary majors, teaching either two subject areas or two grade levels for eight weeks each. The 
remaining secondary majors were on the Iowa State campus or participating in a field experience 
from January 18 to February 13. On February 14 they began a 12 week assignment. All student 
teaching was completed on May 13,1994. 
Data Collection 
Survey instruments were used to collect the data (Appendices A & B). They were mailed to 
student teachers at their assigned schools at the beginning and end of student teaching. A cover letter 
(Appendix C) was included that explained that participation was voluntary, that the results would not 
influence their teaching evaluations, and that confidentiality would be maintained. Three weeks after 
the surveys were mailed, follow-up postcards (Appendix D) were sent to students who had not 
returned completed surveys. Both the instrument and the cover letter were reviewed and approved by 
the ISU Human Subjects Committee (Appendix E). 
Instrument 
The data collection instrument consisted of four parts; personal and professional 
information, performance predictions, ratings of skill importance and preparation, and a frequently 
used teaching efficacy scale. 
Personal and Professional Information. Professional preparation data collected included 
teaching level, major subject area (if applicable), and their student teaching responsibilities and 
experiences to date. Personal information included gender, racial/ethnic background, and date of 
birth. 
Teaching Skill Expectations(TSE). Because a person's efficacy perceptions may vary from 
one aspect of teaching to another, the instrument included items designed to measure self-efficacy for 
performing 12 teaching skills. The teaching skills were selected or modified from the student 
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teaching evaluation forms. This was done to ensure that the skills would be applicable to and worded 
appropriately for student teachers at all levels and in all subjects. It also ensured that student 
teachers were expected to be able to perform the skills well and that the student teachers were aware 
of those expectations. Six additional items were included to measure self-efficacy for working with 
high and low ability students, students with special needs, diverse populations, other teachers and 
administrators, and parents. In addition to predictions of current success levels, the initial instrument 
asked the student teachers for predictions of their success in these skills after completing the teacher 
education program. The instrument also included open-ended questions about the student's sources 
of efficacy expectations for each of the specified teaching behaviors. 
Teaching Skill Importance (TSI) and Teaching Skill Preparation (TSP). Self-efficacy theory 
includes assumptions of possession of sufficient incentive and pre-requisite subskills; therefore, the 
instrument asked student teachers to rate the importance of each of the teaching skills and the 
' adequacy of their preparation for performing the teaching skills. 
Teaching Efficacy Scale. Items were taken from an instrument designed by Oibson and 
Dembo (1984) to measure two dimensions of teaching efficacy that they labeled general teaching 
efficacy (TE), a belief that teachers in general can have an influence on student learning, and 
personal teaching efficacy (PE), a person's global or overall sense of their own personal power to 
influence student learning. Their research showed 16 of the original 30 items clustered on the two 
constructs. Only these 16 items were included. 
The instrument was evaluated by expert consultants, modified according to their 
recommendations, and field tested by teacher education students who were not part of the sample. 
Statistical Analysis 
Descriptive statistics were used to describe students' ratings of importance, adequacy of 
preparation, and self-efficacy. Paired t-tests were used to detect pre- and post-test differences in TSI 
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and TSP. Analysis of variance for repeated measures was used to detect differences among initial, 
predicted, and post-test TSE. 
Factor analysis was used to verify two constructs of teaching efficacy. Paired t-tests were 
used to detect differences in pre- and post-test means for each construct. 
Responses to the open-ended questions about efficacy sources were to be categorized 
according to the four theoretical sources of efficacy expectations. Chi square tests were to be used to 
compare relative frequencies of the categories. 
Dissertation Organization 
An alternative format has been used in writing the dissertation. This chapter is followed by 
two articles prepared for submission to appropriate professional journals. The final chapter contains 
a summary of the findings and recommendations for practice and for further research. The 
dissertation concludes with a bibhography of references cited in Chapters 1 through 4 and other 
works consulted and appendices containing instruments and other pertinent materials. 
12 
CHAPTER 2. BANDURA'S SELF-EFFICACY THEORY IN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH: 
A CRITICAL I^VIEW OF SELECTED SELF-EFFICACY LITERATURE 
A paper to be submitted to the Journal of Teacher Education 
by Mary J. Anderson Lively 
Abstract 
Self-efficacy has been the topic of much research and discussion in the education literature. 
Casual reading of this literature gives one the impression that research has established a strong, 
consistent, and positive relationship between self-efficacy and achievement of desirable educational 
outcomes. The purpose of this review is to examine the literature about self-efficacy and teachers 
and to explore its "fit" with Bandura's self-efficacy theory. Particular attention is given to the widely 
used and adapted two factor teaching efficacy scale developed by Gibson and Dembo. These factors 
have been variously interpreted as measures of outcome expectations and efficacy expectations, 
general and personal teaching efficacy, and external and internal locus of control. The controversy . 
over definitions and interpretations of the constructs is evidence of need for further study. Overall, it 
appears there is not a very good fit between Bandura's self-efficacy theory and its application in 
current educational research. Differences in definitions, lack of attention to salient features of the 
model, and deviations in measurement scales are evidence that educational research in self-efficacy 
is not firmly grounded in liandura's self-efficacy theory. 
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Introduction 
Self-efficacy has been the topic of much research and discussion in the education literature. 
Casual reading of this literature gives one the impression that research has established a strong, 
consistent, and positive relationship between self-efficacy and teachers, teaching, and learning, and 
that self-efficacy is important for achievement of desirable educational outcomes. However, closer 
examination of this literature reveals major variations and inconsistencies in methodology and 
conceptual interpretation. These conceptual and methodological differences raise concern about the 
veilidity of the conclusions, the desirability of applying them to practice, and the direction and 
usefiibess of further research into the role of self-efficacy in teaching and learning. 
The purpose of this review is to examine the literature about self-efficacy and education in 
relation to Albert Bandura's (1977a, 1977b, 1986) self-efficacy theory. Discussion will focus on the 
conceptual and methodological variations found. The intent of this examination is not to attempt to 
criticize or discredit the literature, but rather to explore its "fit" with the model Bandura proposed. 
While there is considerable literature regarding the role of students' self-efficacy in student 
achievement and self-directed learning (c.f. Dweck, 1986; Schunk, 1981, Schunk & Gunn, 1986), this 
review is limited to the literature regarding teachers and/or teacher education students. 
This review is organized into three parts. The first part presents an overview of Bandura's 
theoretical model and its various interpretations in the literature. The next examines the variety of 
methods used to study self-efficacy. The final part includes conclusions and suggestions for future 
research. 
Theoretical Model and Interpretations 
Overview of the Theory 
The primary impetus for research on the role of self-efficacy in education was the 
publication of Bandura's self-efficacy theory (1977b). This theory is an outgrowth of his larger 
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Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) (1977a, 1986). Major premises of SCT include mutual influence 
among a person, his/her behavior, and the environment; cognitive processing of information, 
including self-referent thought; the centi*ality of self-efficacy in motivating and predicting behavior, 
and the relative power of various sources of efficacy and expectancy information. According to 
SCT, a person's behavior is a result of a choice to act based on cognitively processed information 
about the self, the environment, and the likely consequences of the behavior. 
Learning occurs through central processing of direct (experiential), vicarious (observational), 
and symbolic information. While acquired knowledge and skill inform behavior, they do not 
necessarily predict behavior. A person's choice of behavior is based on two types of expectations: 
outcome expectations and efficacy expectations. 
"An outcome expectancy is defined as a person's estimate that a given behavior will 
lead to certain desired outcomes. An efficacy expectation is the conviction that one 
can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes. Outcome 
and efficacy expectations are differentiated, because individuals can believe that a 
particular course of action will produce certain outcomes, but if they entertain 
serious doubts about whether they can perform the necessary activities such 
information does not influence their behavior" (Bandura, 1977b, p. 193). 
Because of cognitive processing, the anticipated outcome of the behavior and one's perception of 
ability to perform are better predictors of behavior than the actual outcome or skill (Bandura, 1982). 
Bandura suggests that one's perception of self-efficacy is the key factor in determining 
whether that person will engage in a certain behavior. Given sufficient incentive and pre-requisite 
subskills, self-efficacy judgments determine a person's choice of activities and environmental 
settings, the amount of effort they expend, and their persistence in the face of obstacles and aversive 
experiences (Bandura 1977b). Strong efficacy leads to greater effort to master challenges; serious 
doubt results in reduced effort and/or giving up. 
Self-efficacy is described by Bandura in three dimensions: strength, level (or magnitude), 
and generality. Strength describes how confident the person is that the estimate is correct. Level 
describes the performance level or task difficulty one feels capable of mastering. Generality refers to 
15 
the range of behaviors or contexts to which the efficacy applies. Thus, the statement "I am 
absolutely certain (strength) that I can teach college level calculus (level) to any interested student in 
this school (generality)" reflects higher efficacy on all dimensions than the statement "I am fairly 
sure that I can teach basic algebra to the top 25% of my students." 
Self-efficacy is based on information from four sources: performance attainments, vicarious 
experience, verbal and other social persuasion, and physiological state. Successful execution of a 
behavior leads to the highest, strongest, and most generalized self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982). 
Authentic mastery strengthens self-efficacy; early repeated failure without negative circumstance 
lowers it. Self-efficacy perceptions based on persuasion are the most vulnerable to disconfirming 
experience. It is important to remember that it is the cognitive processing of efficacy information, 
not the information per se, that determines the resultant efficacy, and that cues and rules for 
interpreting and integrating efficacy information are learned. 
Definitions and Interpretations 
The self-efficacy literature is clear about one thing: the concept of self-efficacy needs to be 
clarified. "Different authors use the same term but define and measure efficacy in varying ways. At 
best the notion of teacher efficacy is complex; at worst it is confused" (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990, p. 
81). An analysis of selected literature presented in Table 1 illustrates the variety of subjects, 
constructs, and measurement scales used to study teacher self-efficacy. The first study by Ozer and 
Bandura (1990) provides an example of a traditional psychological study. The second study (Berry, 
West & Dennehey, 1989) illustrates how Bandura's model has been followed by others in developing 
an instrument to measure memory self-efficacy. The remaining studies exemplify the ways in which 
this concept has been operationalized and measured in the education literature. 
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Table 1. Analysis of selected literature by subjects, constructs, and scales 
Authorfs't Subjects Constructs Scales & Item counts 
Ozer & Bandura, 1990 Adult female 
self-defense class 
Perceived self-efficacy: 
Interpersonal 
Activities 
Self-defense 
Cognitive control 
(also: thinking patterns, anxiety 
arousal, participant & avoidant 
behavior, self-protective skills, 
history of assault) 
Certainty continuums: 
8 scales 
17 items 
12 scales 
1 scale 
Berry et al, 1989 Older adults Self-efficacy for 10 memory tasks, 
5 levels per task 
Certainty continuums, 
Yes/No, 50 items 
Ashton et al, 1983 Teachers Teaching Efficacy 
Personal Teaching Efficacy 
Forced choice, 7 items 
7 pt. Lickert Effectiveness, 15 
vignettes 
Rand, 2 items 
Interviews 
Benz et al, 1992 Preservice teachers, 
student teachers, 
teachers, college 
faculty, college 
supervisors 
Personal Teaching Efficacy (Ashton 7 pt. Lickert Effectiveness, 15 
etal) vignettes 
Berman et al, 1977 Teachers 
(Rand) 
Self-efficacy 5 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 2 
items 
Enochs & Riggs, 1990, Preservice teachers. Science Teacher Self-Efficacy 
(adapted from Gibson & Dembo) 
6 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 
23 items 
Gibson & Dembo, 
1984 
Teachers "Efficacy expectations"/Personal 
Efficacy 
"Outcome expectations"/Teaching 
Efficacy 
6 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 
30 (reduced to 16) including 
Rand 1& 2 
• Teachers 
Greenwood et al, 1990 
Guskey, 1988 Teachers 
Rand Self-efficacy 
Responsibility for Student 
Achievement (revised) 
Rand Self-efficacy 
(also: teaching affect, teaching self-
concept, attitude toward 
implementation) 
5 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 2 
items 
Alternative-weighted, 20 items 
5 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 2 
items 
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Table 1. (Continued) 
AuthorCs^ gubjgctg Constructs Scales & Item counts 
Kushner, 1993 Preservlce teachers 
Midgleyetal, 1989 Teachers 
Narang, 1990 Beginning teachers 
Riggs & Enochs, 1990 Teachers 
Personal Efficacy, Teaching 
Efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, 
Woolfolk & Hoy) 
Personal Efficacy (Rand 2 and 
others) 
Performance ratings 
Science Teacher Self-Efficacy 
(adapted from Gibson & Dembo) 
6 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 
20 items 
5 pt. Licicert Agree/Disagree, 5 
items 
5 pt. Low-High, 15 items 
6 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 
2S items 
Walker, 1992 Preservice teachers 
Walker & Richardson, Beginning teachers 
1993 
Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990 Teachers 
Woolfolk et al, 1990 Preservice teachers 
Performance ratings 
Performance ratings 
"Efficacy expectations"/Personal 
Efficacy 
"Outcome expectatlons"/Teaching 
Efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, Rand) 
(also: pupil control ideology, 
problems in schools, teacher 
perception of motivation) 
"Efficacy expectations"/Personal 
Efficacy 
"Outcome expectations"/Teaching 
Efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, Rand) 
(also: pupil control ideology, 
problems in schools, teacher 
perception of motivation) 
5 pt. Lickert Effectiveness, 30 
items 
5 pt. Lickert Effectiveness, 30 
items 
6 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 
20 items 
5 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 2 
items 
6 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 
20 items 
5 pt. Lickert Agree/Disagree, 2 
items 
Efficacy and outcome expectations. Bandura defines perceived self-efficacy as expectation 
of personal mastery (Bandura, 1977b, p. 193). Self-efficacy is most often defined in the literature as 
the extent to which teachers believe that they have the capacity to affect student performance and is 
traced to two Rand Corporation evaluation studies (Ashton et al., 1983; Guskey & Passaro, 1994; 
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Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). It was measured in the Rand studies by two items; 1. When it comes right 
down to it, a teacher really can't do much because most of a student's motivation and performance 
depends on his or her home environment. 2. If I try really hard I can get through to even the most 
difficult student (Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly & Zellman, 1977). These items were interpreted 
by many as representing Bandura's outcome expectations (Rand 1) and efficacy expectations (Rand 
2) (Ashton & Webb, 1982,1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Greenwood, Olejnik & Parkay, 1990). 
Gibson and Dembo (1984) accepted this interpretation and used the Rand items as the basis 
for developing a self-efficacy scale. They expanded the scale from two items to 30 and, after 
analyzing the results of pilot tests, reduced the scale to 16 items loading on two factors. Following 
the Rand interpretation, these two factors were labeled outcome expectations and efficacy 
expectations. 
Woolfolk and her colleagues (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Woolfolk, Rosoff & Hoy, 1990) 
challenged this interpretation and confirmed the basis of their objection with Bandura. They contend 
that Gibson & Dembo's factor associated with Rand 1 cannot represent an outcome expectation 
because no outcome is specified in the act of "influencing" students. They suggest instead that the 
scale measures a teacher's generalized belief in the power of teachers to make a difference (as 
opposed to their own personal power to make a difference), and labeled it general teaching efficacy 
(TE). The factor associated with Rand 2 was called personal teaching efficacy (PE). Despite this 
reinterpretation, many others have gone on to use the Rand and/or Gibson and Dembo scales and 
interpretations of self-efficacy, a practice that continues in the present (e.g., Enochs & Riggs, 1990; 
Lacour & Wilkerson, 1991; Pigge & Marso, 1993; Riggs, 1991; Riggs & Enochs, 1990; Sia, 1992) 
Guskey (1987; Guskey & Passaro, 1994) also questioned the interpretation of the Gibson and 
Dembo (1984) subscales, but from a different perspective. He equates teachers' sense of 
responsibility for student learning with teachers' sense of efficacy for affecting student performance. 
He suggests that factors labeled personal efficacy and general teaching efficacy are actually measures 
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of internal and external locus of control. It is evident that there is a relationship between self-
efficacy and locus of control. Bandura even uses the term control in explaining that perceived self-
efficacy is concerned with "people's belief in their capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive 
resources, and courses of action needed to exercise control over given events" (Ozer & Bandura, 
1990, p. 472). Guskey sees the difference as temporal and semantic. He sees no empirical basis for 
distinguishing "I can do" from "I did do" (Guskey, 1987). Contrarily, Bandura's work clearly 
distinguishes the two, cautioning that perceptions of self-efficacy are not simply inert predictors of 
behavior (Bandura, 1982,1989a). Research shows "that people who have a high sense of perceived 
self-efficacy in a given domain think and feel differently from those who perceive themselves to be 
inefficacious" (Bandura, 1989b, p. 731). He also differentiates between a situation's potential for 
control (controllability), one's capability to control, and one's perception of personal capability to 
control (Bandura, 1977a, 1982). 
Despite these conceptual differences with Bandura, Guskey demonstrates empirical support 
for his reinterpretation of PE and TE subscales. Working from what others considered an anomaly 
that PE items were all stated positively and TE items were mostly stated negatively, he modified the 
items to balance them for locus of control (internal versus external) and for source (personal versus 
general). His factor analyses confirmed the presence of two factors, but he found that the items 
loaded according to the locus of control dimension, despite item reference to "I" or "teachers" 
(personal or general source) (Guskey & Passaro, 1994). The need for further reconsideration of the 
Gibson & Dembo factor interpretation is clear. 
Trait/state. Many studies treat the concept of self-efficacy as a relatively stable trait, similar 
to an attitude, rather than as a temporary state (c.f. Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, 
Jacobs & Rogers, 1982; Woodruff & Cashman, 1993). This conception may be traced to Barfield 
and Burlingame's 1974 definition of self-efficacy as a personality trait that enables one to deal 
effectively with the world (Guskey & Passaro, 1994; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990.) When self-efficacy is 
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defined in this way it is common to see teachers categorized as "high-" or "low efficacy" based on 
responses to the Rand or Gibson & Dembo scales (e.g., Greenwood, Olejnik & Parkay, 1990; Hall, 
Hines, Bacon & Koulianos, 1992; Kimmel & Kilbride, 1991). Self-efficacy then becomes an 
independent variable in the study of some other attitude, behavior, or outcome, such as time spent 
working with low achieving students (Gorrell, 1990) or adoption of innovation (Guskey, 1988). 
Because Bandura considers self-efficacy to be domain- and task specific, generalizing it to the level 
of a personality trait would be inappropriate. 
Neglected assumptions. The power of self-efficacy as a behavior predictor is believed to 
depend on satisfaction of two assumptions: sufficient incentive to perform the behavior in question, 
and possession of necessary subskills (Bandura, 1977b). With the possible exception of Morin & 
Welsh's (1991) examination of importance ratings as a preliminary step in developing a self-efficacy 
instrument, none of the research examined accounted for these assumptions. In addition, belief in a 
responsive environment is pre-requisite to formation of optimistic outcome expectancies (Bandura, 
1982). This prerequisite was absent from the research studied, as was the concept of outcome 
expectations in general except for its misinterpretation as discussed above. 
Research Methods 
Instrument Development 
Because of the task and domain generality of self-efficacy theory, researchers must develop 
measures appropriate for the task in question. Bandura credits development of useful tools of 
measurement with accelerating scientific progress (Bandura, 1989) and cites scales developed by 
Berry, West & Dennehey (1989) to measure memory self-efficacy as fitting well with the guidelines 
from self-efficacy theory and methodology. Despite the controversy about the Gibson & Dembo 
(1984) scale, many have created adaptations of it for studying efficacy for specific subjects or tasks 
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(e.g., Enochs & Riggs, 1990; Lacour & Wilkerson, 1991; Pigge & Marso, 1993; Riggs, 1991; Riggs 
& Enochs, 1990; Sia, 1992). 
In an extensive review of self-efficacy studies that mentioned measurement, Vispoel and 
Chen (1990) found that measurement was discussed in only about one fourth of the 1400 articles on 
self-efficacy published since 1966. They found that the validity of instruments was generally 
assumed and that modifications have been only "lightly" tested. The Gibson and Dembo (1984) scale 
was among those mentioned as having the best reliability and validity among those in the area of 
teachers and teaching. Other shortcomings of current instruments mentioned were inadequate 
normative data resulting from generally small sample sizes and inappropriateness of scale formats. 
Scales 
Vispoel & Chen (1990) found that about two thirds of the studies they examined used a 
confidence/certainty continuum similar to Bandura's original snake phobia instrument. However, 
they did not specify how many of these were education related studies. This format was not found 
among the research reviewed here (Table 1). Vispoel and Chen deemed other scales were not 
necessarily appropriate. 
Confidence continuum. Bandura asks subjects to rate on a continuum (expressed as "per cent 
certain" in 10% increments) their level of confidence or certainty in their ability to perform a given 
behavior at some future time or event. The response is interpreted as a measure of the strength of the 
subject's self-efficacy. Inherent in the structure and wording of these items is the predictive essence 
of self-efficacy that is central to the use of the concept as an antecedent determinant of behavior, that 
is, that it measures efficacy expectation which in turn influences behavior engagement and 
persistence. 
This type of scale often includes measures of self-efficacy level as well, either by itemizing 
performance levels for each task or by the array of task difficulty levels represented in the instrument 
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(Bandura, 1989). "Measurement of perceived self-efficacy across a wide range of tasks demands 
identifies the upper limits of people's perceptions of their capabilities as well as gradations of 
perceived efficacy below that point (p. 730). Such an expanded assessment is more sensitive to 
variation in self-efficacy than a single judgment regarding only a very difficult undertaking. 
However, Vispoel and Chen (1990) questioned the need to include both dimensions in an instrument 
because of the high correlations generally found between them. 
Success continuum. Ashton and colleagues (1983) and Benz and others (Benz, Bradley, 
Alderman & Flowers, 1992) used a 7 point scale ranging from extremely ineffective to extremely 
effective to predict teachers' self-efficacy for responding to vignettes of teaching situations. While 
measuring level of efficacy expectations rather than strength, this instrument is similar to those used 
by Bandura in that it asks respondents to specify a prediction of performance on a continuum, albeit 
an abbreviated one. 
Beliefs. Many have used Likert-type response scales usually anchored with "strongly agree" 
and "strongly disagree." The Gibson and Dembo (1984) scale and its derivatives are examples, as are 
the condensed scales used by Migdley, Feldlaufer, and Eccles (1989) (5 items) and the Rand 
(Berman et al, 1977) scale (2 items). The majority of these items are not behavior oriented. Instead 
of specifying a task or skill to be performed, they usually refer to "influencing" or "having an effect." 
For example, "I have enough training to deal with almost any learning problem" (Gibson & Dembo, 
1984) does not indicate what a teacher would do to deal with the problem, nor what the outcome of 
the teacher's action would be. 
The agree/disagree responses indicate the respondent's belief about the truth of the item, but 
do not necessarily reveal her/his expectation of future successful performance. Whether there is a 
direct positive relationship between the expressed beliefs and expectation of performance success has 
not been established. Within the framework of Social Cognitive Theory, one would not make such 
an assumption. Instead, the individual's cognitive processing of the belief and other information 
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would be expected to influence efficacy expectations rather than the belief directly determining 
expectations (Bandura, 1977a, 1977b, 1986,1992). 
Performance Ratings. Still others have used subjects' ratings of their past performance or 
resultant feelings of success (Narang, 1990; Walker, 1992; Walker & Richardson, 1993) as indicators 
of self-efficacy. This practice is in direct contrast to Bandura's practice of asking for predictions of 
success and/or confidence in predictions. Also, SCT and self-efficacy theory clearly distinguish 
between the power of actual performance information and the power of cognitively processed 
performance information in determining efficacy expectations. Performance ratings are by nature 
evaluations of past behaviors and represent actual performance information. Numerous attributions 
for past performance results, such as, luck, favorable circumstances, and elapsed time, could prevent 
projection of future success from past success. As with the use of belief statements, the mediation of 
beliefs and behavior by cognitive processing of information is overlooked when performance ratings 
are used as indicators of self-efficacy. Substitution of performance ratings for self-efficacy 
perceptions also reduces the role of self-efficacy to that of an inert predictor of behavior as discussed 
above. 
Absence of micro-analysis. Bandura routinely applies a microanalytic procedure (Bandura, 
1982,1989) for measuring self-efficacy level, strength, and generality via task checklists, confidence 
continuums, and self-efficacy in related tasks/domains. Only 4 per cent of the 90 measures surveyed 
by Vispoel and Chen (1990) applied this technique in their research. "An adequate efficacy analysis 
requires detailed assessment of the level, strength, and generality of self-efficacy commensurate with 
the precision with which performance is measured" (Bandura, 1982, p. 124). 
The limited measurement of strength and level of efficacy expectations is discussed above. 
An additional area of concern with many scales is the generality of the items. Self-efficacy is 
believed to be task/situation specific, therefore scales purporting to measure some global or overall 
self-efficacy are immediately suspect. At best, self-efficacy is generalizable to a particular domain of 
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activities. Generality has been the dimension most neglected in educational research about self-
efficacy (Vispoel & Chen, 1990). 
Conclusions and Suggestions 
From the preceding discussion, it appears thfcre is not a very good fit between Bandura's self-
efficacy theory and its applications in current educational research. Differences in definitions, lack 
of attention to salient features of the model, and deviations in measurement scales are evidence that 
educational research in self-efficacy is not firmly grounded in Bandura's self-efficacy theory. Several 
possible explanations for this lack of adherence to Bandura's model follow. 
Limitations of the theoretical model. Some might suggest that the results of self-efficacy 
research in education indicate that the model has limited usefulness in this area. In particular, 
perhaps the incompatibility of the dimension of generality with the complexity of the 
teaching/learning process undermines the theory's power for education. 
Evolution of the model. Perhaps the theory as originally proposed contained errors, 
subtleties, or omissions that are now being resolved, refined, and elaborated. In this case, lack of 
adherence to the original would represent appropriate progress rather than unwarranted deviation. 
According to this explanation, educational researchers have contributed to the theory's development 
rather than abandoning it. 
Inappropriate deviation from the model. In contrast to the evolution explanation above. It is 
possible that the model has been inappropriately applied and/or interpreted in educational research. 
The use of agree/disagree measurements of beliefs rather than predictions of certainty and capability 
to perform specific behaviors may be an example of such a deviation. Historical support for this 
explanation is found in the Woolfolk (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Woolfolk, Rosoff & Hoy, 1990) 
correction of the deviation in interpretation of outcome expectations. 
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Adherence to a different model. Support for this explanation is found in the frequency of 
attempts to interpret the results of the Gibson and Dembo (1984) scale. Researchers consistently 
confirm the presence of two factors, but do not always agree on what the factors represent. Guskey's 
(Guskey & Passaro, 1994) shift to locus of control rather than self-efficacy for explanatory power 
may be an example of such a shift in theoretical framework. The frequency of attempts to identify 
and measure a relatively stable trait- or attitude-like concept that one might characterize as 
"professional optimism" rather than Bandura's task specific notion of self-efficacy may be another 
case in point. 
Suggestions 
Self-efficacy theory appears to have much to offer as a theoretical framework for education 
research. However, closer adherence to the model, as has been done in other fields, is necessary in 
order for research to confirm its value. Suggestions for such adherence in further research include: 
• Adopting definitions and interpretations of concepts that are consistent with self-efficacy theory 
• Construction and/or adaptation of valid, reliable task-specific scales and instruments appropriate 
for measuring all three dimensions of self-efficacy 
• Development of valid, reliable formats for measuring outcome expectations 
• Designing research that accounts for assumptions inherent in the model 
• Employment of qualitative measures to further understanding of cognitive processing of efficacy 
information 
Until educational research is conducted in close adherence to Bandura's self-efficacy theory, the 
concept will remain confused and the true power of the theory for educational improvement will 
remain unknown and untapped. 
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CHAPTERS. CHANGE IN SELF-EFFICACY DURING STUDENT TEACHING 
A paper to be submitted to the Journal of Teacher Education 
by Mary J. Anderson Lively 
Abstract 
The quest for improvement in education has included a great deal of research about teachers' 
perceptions of self-efficacy. But questions still remain about self-efficacy development and the role 
of self-efficacy in learning to teach. Further research is necessary in order to understand more fully 
how and when self-efficacy develops during teacher education and to identify and/or devise 
experiences to ensure and enhance development of self-efficacy in pre-service and beginning 
teachers. Bandura's self-efficacy theory provides a theoretical framework for such research. The 
purpose of this study was to determine the effect of student teaching on self-efficacy using two 
different measures. Data were collected by survey instruments at the beginning and end of student 
teaching. Student teachers were asked to predict their success in performing 12 teaching skills 
adapted from student teaching evaluation forms (Teaching Skill Efficacy). They were also asked to 
rate the importance and the adequacy of their preparation for those skills. In addition, they 
completed the 16 item Gibson and Dembo teaching efficacy scale. 
Ratings of importance were consistently high, supporting the assumption of sufilcient 
incentive. Ratings of adequacy of preparation were moderate and mixed, only partially supporting 
the assumption of possession of pre-requisite subskills. These ratings were stable throughout the 
semester. Teaching Skill Efficacy increased significantly except for skill in teaching gifted students. 
However, Gibson and Dembo "Personal Efficacy" did not change, and general "Teaching Efficacy" 
decreased significantly. The mixed results indicate a need for further development of valid and 
reliable instmments that are grounded in theory. Comprehensive study of the contributions of the 
various components of a teacher education program to self-efficacy development would provide a 
theoretically based empirical framework for program development or modification. 
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Introduction 
The quest for improvement in education has included a great deal of research about teachers' 
perceptions of self-efficacy. This research generally supports the existence of a positive relationship 
between teacher self-efficacy and student achievement (c.f. Dweck, 1986; Schunk, 1981; Schunk & 
Gunn, 1986). But questions still remain about self-efficacy development and the role of self-efficacy 
in learning to teach. Further research is necessary in order to understand more fully how and when 
self-efficacy develops during teacher education and to identify and/or devise experiences to ensure 
and enhance development of self-efficacy in pre-service and beginning teachers. The purpose of this 
study was to determine the effect of student teaching on self-efficacy using two different measures, 
one based on Bandura's self-efficacy theory and the other developed by Gibson and Dembo (1984). 
Because of the assumptions of sufficient incentive to try to do well and the possession of pre­
requisite skills in Bandura's theory, student teachers' perceptions of the importance of and their 
preparation for performing selected teaching skills were measured also. 
Theoretical Framework 
The primary impetus for research on the role of self-efficacy in education was the 
publication of Bandura's self-efficacy theory (1977b). This theory is an outgrowth of his larger 
Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) (1977a, 1986). Major premises of SCT include mutual influence 
among a person, his/her behavior, and the environment; cognitive processing of information, 
including self-referent thought; the centrality of self-efficacy in motivating and predicting behavior, 
and the relative power of various sources of efficacy and expectancy information. According to 
SCT, a person's behavior is a result of a choice to act based on cognitively processed information 
about the self, the environment, and the likely consequences of the behavior. 
Learning occurs through central processing of direct (experiential), vicarious (observational), 
and symbolic information. While acquired knowledge and skill inform behavior, they do not 
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necessarily predict behavior. A person's choice of behavior is based on two types of expectations; 
outcome expectations and efficacy expectations. "An outcome expectancy is defined as a person's 
estimate that a given behavior will lead to certain desired outcomes. An efficacy expectation is the 
conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes" 
(Bandura, 1977b, p. 193). These expectations operate independently of each other. For example, 
beliefs that a particular course of action will produce certain outcomes does not influence the 
person's behavior if he/she seriously doubts that he/she can perform the necessary activities. 
Likewise, belief in one's ability to perform successfully does not motivate performance if the action 
is not expected to produce the desired outcome. Because of cognitive processing, the anticipated 
outcome of the behavior and one's perception of ability to perform are better predictors of behavior 
than the actual outcome or skill. 
Bandura suggests that one's perception of self-efficacy is the key factor in determining 
whether that person will engage in a certain behavior. Given sufficient incentive and pre-requisite 
skills, self-efficacy judgments determine a person's choice of activities and environmental settings, 
the amount of effort they expend, and their persistence in the face of obstacles and aversive 
experiences (Bandura 1977b). Strong efficacy leads to greater effort to master challenges; serious 
doubt results in reduced effort and/or giving up. 
Those with high self-efficacy think and feel differently from those with low self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1989). Low self-efficacy leads to self-diagnosis rather than task-diagnosis and over-
estimation of task demands and personal deficiencies. This creates stress and undermines utilization 
of capabilities by focusing on deficiencies instead of strategies and on possible adverse outcomes 
instead of goal attainment. A strong sense of self-efficacy is needed to remain task-focused and for 
optimal utilization of cognitive resources in the face of difficulties (Wood and Bandura, 1989). 
Bandura describes three dimensions of self-efficacy: strength, level (or magnitude), and 
generality (Bandura, 1977b, 1982). Strength describes how confident the person is that the estimate 
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is correct. Level describes the performance level or task difficulty one feels capable of mastering. 
Generality refers to the range of behaviors or contexts to which the efficacy applies. Thus, a reading 
teacher who says "I am absolutely certain (strength) that I can raise by 5 % the standardized reading 
test scores (level) of every student in my class (generality)" reflects higher efficacy on all 
dimensions than one who says "I am fairly sure that I can improve the standardized reading test 
scores of at least 25% of my students." 
Self-efficacy is based on information from four sources: performance attainments, vicarious 
experience, verbal and other social persuasion, and physiological state (Bandura, 1977b, 1986). 
Successful execution of a behavior leads to the strongest efflcacy. Authentic mastery strengthens 
self-efficacy; early repeated failure without negative circumstance lowers it. Self-efficacy 
perceptions based on persuasion are the most vulnerable to disconfirming experience. It is important 
to remember that it is the cognitive processing of efficacy information, not the information per se, 
that determines the resultant efficacy, and that cues and rules for interpreting and integrating efficacy 
information are learned. 
Some research applying the concept of self-efficacy to predicting teaching behaviors of 
inservice and preservice teachers has been done already. Woolfolk and others (Woolfolk, Rosoff & 
Hoy, 1990; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990) found that teachers with higher self-efficacy were more 
humanistic and less likely to rely on external rewards as motivational strategies. They also found 
that preservice teachers with high personal efficacy tend to reject high teacher control over pupils 
even though they tend to accept school control over teachers. Benz and her colleagues (Benz, 
Bradley, Alderman & Flowers, 1991) compared the efficacy perceptions of teachers with various 
degrees of teaching experience by analyzing their responses to classroom scenarios. Classroom 
teachers had lower efficacy for motivation than either preservice teachers or college faculty. 
Experienced teachers clearly had higher efficacy related to planning and evaluation. Teachers' 
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perceptions of efficacy have been found by Guskey (1987) to vary by student success or failure, by 
student ability, and by the number of students involved. 
Much of the research above is based on responses to a teacher efficacy scale developed by 
Gibson and Dembo (1984). This two factor scale is thought to measure personal teaching efficacy, 
that is, beliefs about one's own ability to have an effect on student learning, and general teaching 
efficacy, or belief in the power of teachers as a whole to influence student learning. However, 
several have raised questions about the adherence of the instrument to Bandura's theoretical model, 
the definition and/or interpretation of the constructs, and the type of scale used to measure self-
efficacy (Guskey & Passaro, 1994; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Vispoel & Chen, 1990). The Gibson and 
Dembo items are more related to the relative power of schools and teachers than to success in 
performing specific teaching skills. Responses to these items consist of indicating the degree to 
which one agrees with the item rather than the degree of confidence one has in one's capabilities. 
The purpose of this study was to examine changes in preservice teachers' perceptions of self-
efficacy during student teaching. Because of the controversy over the commonly used scale, two 
different self-efficacy measures were used: Teaching Skill Expectations and the Gibson and Dembo 
(1984) scale. In order to more closely adhere to Bandura's model, ratings of the importance of the 
selected teaching skills and the adequacy of their preparation were collected also. 
Methods 
Instrument 
Questionnaires were mailed to student teachers at their schools during the first three weeks 
and the last three weeks of their assignments. Because they had already begun to assume their 
teaching duties at the time of the first data collection, this test will be referred to as the initial test 
rather than as a pre-test. The instrument contained sections related to personal and professional 
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information, performance predictions, ratings of skill importance and preparation, and a frequently 
used teacher efficacy scale. 
Teaching Skill Expectations (TSE). On the initial test, student teachers were asked to make 
two estimates of their level of success in performing 12 teaching skills: 1) if they were to teach right 
now (initial), and 2) when they have completed the teacher education program (predicted). 
Expectation of greater success after student teaching (i.e., predicted greater than initial) would 
indicate that student teachers expected to learn and improve as a result of the experience. 
Expectations of being equally successful at the beginning of student teaching and at the end (i.e., 
initial equal to predicted) would indicate that they did not expect to learn and improve, possibly 
because they do not believe student teaching would provide an opportunity for improvement, because 
they do not think that they have any need or room for improvement, or because they do not feel 
capable of improving. 
On the post-test, they were asked only how successful they expected to be if they were to 
teach now (final). According to self-efficacy theory, successful performance of the teaching skills 
during student teaching would be expected to increase self-efficacy. Therefore, final predictions 
were expected to be greater than initial. Realistic appraisals of personal abilities and opportunities 
for improvement would likely result in predicted success being about the same as final estimates of 
success. Overly optimistic or unsuccessful student teachers would be likely to have rated predicted 
success higher than final success; pessimistic or apprehensive student teachers might have lower 
predicted success than final success. All predictions were indicated on a 4-point scale from "very 
unsuccessful" (1) to "very successful" (4). 
The skills were selected or modified from the student teaching evaluation forms used by the 
various departments and majors. This was done to ensure that the skills would be applicable to and 
worded appropriately for student teachers at all levels and in all subjects. It also ensured that student 
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teachers were expected to be able to perform the skills well and that the student teachers were aware 
of those expectations. 
Teaching Skill Importance (TSI). Student teachers were asked to rate how important they felt 
each of the 12 teaching skills is to being a successful teacher. Ratings were done on a 4-point scale 
from "very unimportant" (1) to "very important" (4). 
Teaching Skill Preparation (TSP), Student teachers were asked to rate the adequacy of their 
preparation to perform each of the 12 teaching skills. Ratings were done on a 4-point scale from 
"very weak" (1) to "very strong" (4). 
Teacher Efficacy Scale. Teaching efficacy items were taken from an instrument developed 
by Gibson and Dembo (1984) to measure two dimensions of teacher efficacy that they labeled 
personal teaching efficacy (PE) and general teaching efficacy (TE). Only the 16 items (of the 
original 30) that Gibson and Dembo found to have acceptable reliability coefficients were used. 
Responses were made on a 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from "strongly disagree" (1) to "strongly 
agree" (6). 
Subjects 
Initial surveys were sent to 186 Spring 1994 student teachers from Iowa State University. 
Usable responses were received from 65, for a 34.9 per cent response rate. To assure that 
respondents were representative of all student teachers, respondents and non-respondents were 
compared using available demographic data. No significant differences were found between groups 
in gender, race/ethnicity, ACT composite scores, current grade point average, or Pre-Professional 
Skills Test subscales for mathematics, reading, and writing (see Appendix F). However, there were 
proportionally fewer early childhood/elementary majors and more secondary majors in the 
respondent group than in the population as a whole. About 42 per cent of the respondents were early 
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childhood/elementary majors and about 58 per cent were secondary rather than 60 per cent early 
childhood/elementary and 40 per cent secondary as in the population as a whole. 
Of the 65 initial respondents, 29 (44.6% or 15.6% of the original sample) returned completed 
post-test surveys. To assure that completers were representative of all respondents, completers and 
non-completers were compared using the available demographic data (Appendix G). Completers 
were found to have a higher mean grade point average than non-completers (3.17 and 2.94, 
respectively, on a 4 point scale; p < .02). There were proportionally fewer early 
childhood/elementary majors and more secondary majors (37.9% and 62.1%, respectively) among 
the completers compared to the group as a whole (60% and 40%, respectively). The groups were 
also compared on the following variables of the first instrument: 12 items of initial TSE, 12 items of 
predicted TSE, 12 items of TSI, 12 items of TSP, 16 general and personal teaching efficacy items, 
and two teaching efficacy composites (PE, TE). Only two differences were found. Mean scores of 
non-completers were higher for initial teaching skill expectations for dealing with parents (3.31 and 
2.95, respectively; p < .05) and for adequacy of preparation for dealing with diverse students (3.23 
and 2.86, respectively; p < .03). Because there is no evidence in the literature to support differential 
effect of grade point average or teaching level on change in self-efficacy and there were only two 
slight differences in the 66 tests of dependent measures, these di^erences were attributed to chance; 
the sample is believed to be representative. Results are reported on the basis of the 29 complete 
responses. 
Results 
All of the student teachers were white/Caucasian; 24 (82.8%) were female. One was 
preparing for K-12 licensure (music), 11 for the early childhood/elementary level, and 17 for middle 
and/or high school (3.4%, 37.9%, and 58.6%, respectively). Secondary majors included English (6), 
agriculture (5), sciences (3), and social studies (3). 
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Approximately half (15) of the student teachers were responsible for teaching most or all of 
their assigned classes or subjects at the time they completed the first questionnaire. Only one was 
still observing and getting acquainted. The rest were working with individual students or small 
groups (2), teaching lessons or parts of lessons (4), or teaching a particular class or subject (7). At 
the time of the second survey, one was teaching a particular class or subject; the rest were 
responsible for teaching all or most of their classes. 
Teaching Skill Expectations (TSE). Initial means for TSE items ranged from 2.82 for 
ability to bring disruptive students back on task to 3.54 for ability to work with other teachers (Table 
1). None of the student teachers predicted that they would be "very unsuccessful" in performing any 
of the 12 skills, but over 25 per cent predicted that they would be "unsuccessful" in performing three 
of the skills if they were to teach now (initial): bringing disruptive students back on task (36%), 
teaching gifted students (29%), and integrating special needs students (32%). Only one student 
teacher predicted being "very successful" in analyzing and solving learning problems. 
Means of predicted success ranged from 3.29 for integrating special needs students to 3.89 
for planning daily and unit lessons (Table 2). Less than half predicted that they would be "very 
successful" at graduation in five skill areas: analyzing and solving learning problems (44%), 
bringing disruptive students back on task (46%), teaching low ability students (46%), teaching gifted 
students (44%), and integrating special needs students (38%). None predicted that they would be 
"very unsuccessful" in any skill area; very few predicted that they would be "unsuccessful." 
Mean final estimates of success ranged from 3.11 for analyzing and solving learning 
problems to 3.75 for planning (Table 3). At the end of student teaching, 75 per cent expected that 
they would be "very successful" in planning and 71 per cent had the same expectation for 
maintaining effective relationships with teachers and administrators. Skills for which less than half 
estimated being "very successful" include making the subject interesting and understandable (46%), 
maintaining a climate for learning (46%), bringing disruptive students back on task (41%), teaching 
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low ability students (39%), teaching diverse students (38%), teaching gifted students (28%), and 
integrating special needs students (44%). Although none expected to be "very unsuccessful," even 
after student teaching a few still expected that they would be unsuccessful in these skills: analyzing 
and solving learning problems (2), bringing disruptive students back on task (3), measuring and 
evaluating student performance (1), teaching low ability students (2), teaching gifted students (1), 
and integrating special needs students (1). 
Table 1. Initial test frequency of responses, means, and standard deviations of Teaching Skill 
Efficacy (Initial TSE) 
Item la 2 3 4 M SD 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting and 
understandable 
0 0 25 4 3.14 .35 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 0 3 14 12 3.31 .66 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 0 5 23 1 2.86 .44 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 0 0 22 6 3.21 .42 
S. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 0 10 13 5 2.82 .72 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student 
performance 
0 6 19 3 2.89 .57 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 0 6 16 3 2.88 .60 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 0 2 17 6 3.16 .55 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 0 7 12 5 2.92 .72 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 
0 7 11 4 2.86 .71 
11. Ability to communicate with parents 0 5 13 4 2.95 .65 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 
0 0 13 15 3.54 .51 
a Rating scale: 1 = very unsuccessful, 2 = unsuccessful, 3 = successfiil, 4 = very successful. 
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Table 2. Initial test frequency of responses, means, and standard deviations of predicted Teaching 
Skill Efficacy (Predicted TSE) 
Item la 2 3 4 M SD 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting and 
understandable 
0 0 7 20 3.74 .45 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 0 0 3 24 3.89 .32 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 0 0 15 12 3.44 .51 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 0 0 8 19 3.70 .46 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 0 0 14 12 3.46 .51 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student 
performance 
0 0 11 15 3.46 .50 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 0 1 12 11 3.42 .58 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 0 0 11 13 3.54 .51 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 0 2 11 10 3.35 .65 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 
0 2 11 8 3.29 .64 
11. Ability to conmiunicate with parents 0 1 8 11 3.50 .61 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 
0 0 3 23 3.88 .33 
a Rating scale: 1 = very unsuccessful, 2 = unsuccessful, 3 = successful, 4 = very successful. 
Analysis of variance for repeated measures was used to compare initial, predicted, and 
final TSE (Table 4). Using the Scheffe procedure to identify significant differences between scores, 
significant differences were found for all skills except teaching gifted students. For 11 of the 12 
skills, predicted TSE was greater than initial as anticipated. This indicates that student teachers did 
expect to learn and improve as a result of student teaching. 
40 
Table 3. Post-test frequency of responses, means, and standard deviations of Teaching Skill 
Efficacy (Final TSE) 
Item la 2 3 4 M SD 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting and 
understandable 
0 0 15 13 3.46 .51 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 0 0 7 21 3.75 .44 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 0 2 21 5 3.11 .50 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 0 0 15 13 3.46 .51 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 0 3 13 11 3.30 .67 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student 
performance 
0 1 13 14 3.46 .58 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 0 2 15 11 3.32 .61 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 0 0 16 10 3.38 .50 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 0 1 17 7 3.24 .52 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 
0 1 12 10 3.39 .58 
11. Ability to communicate with parents 0 0 12 14 3.54 .51 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 
0 0 8 20 3.71 .46 
a Rating scale: 1 = very unsuccessful, 2 = unsuccessful, 3 = successful, 4 = very successful. 
Final success expectations were greater than initial expectations for 8 of the 12 items. 
Because successful performance is expected to result in stronger self-efficacy, these changes were in 
the expected direction. For the skills showing no change in TSE, one might speculate that student 
teachers were unsuccessful in these areas or that they did not have sufficient opportunities to practice 
and/or acquire the skills. 
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Final self-efficacy ratings appeared to be lower than predicted for all skills except 
integrating special needs students, but these differences were not significant except for analyzing and 
solving learning problems. This indicates that, for the most part, student teachers were realistically 
optimistic about the improvement of their teaching skills. 
Table 4. Analysis of Variance for Repeated Measures: Initial, Predicted, and Final Teaching Skill 
Efficacy 
Skill Means 
Initial Predicted Final 
df SS MS F P 
1. Interesting 3.14 3.74a 3.46a 2 4.9487 2.4744 14.7554 .0000 
2. Plan 3.31 3.89a 3.75a 2 4.4013 2.2051 13.3540 .0000 
3. Problems 2.86 3.44a 3.1iab 2 4.3333 2.1667 19.1176 .0000 
4. Climate 3.21 3.70a 3.46 2 2.9876 1.4933 11.2941 .0001 
5. Disruptive 2.82 3.46a 3.30a 2 5.0278 2.5139 9.9356 .0003 
6. Evaluate 2.89 3.46a 3.46a 2 6.0769 3.0385 12.7419 .0000 
7. Low 2.88 3.42a 3.32a 2 3.2174 1.6087 6.5645 .0032 
8. Diverse 3.16 3.54a 3.38 2 1.4545 .7273 4.6667 .0148 
9. Gifted 2.92 3.35 3.24 2 2.0000 1.0000 3.0000 .0611 
10. Special 2.86 3.29a 3.39a 2 2.1111 1.0556 4.9692 .0128 
11. Parents 2.95 3.50a 3.54a 2 3.0000 1.5000 5.2759 .0101 
12. Teachers 3.54 3.88a 3.71 2 1.3067 .6533 5.2035 .0090 
^ significantly different from initial mean (p < .05). 
significantly different from predicted mean (p < .05). 
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Teaching Skill Importance (TSI). Initial ratings of importance ranged from a mean of 3.55 
for teaching gifted students to 3.93 for maintaining a climate for learning (Table 5); post-test means 
ranged from 3.39 for teaching gifted students to 3.90 to making subjects interesting and 
understandable (Table 6). The results indicate that the student teachers believe that these skills are 
important to being a teacher. Ninety-three per cent of the respondents rated maintaining a climate 
Table 5. Initial test frequency of responses, means, and standard deviations of Teaching Skill 
Importance (TSI) 
Item la 2 3 4 M SD 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting and 
understandable 
0 0 3 26 3.90 .31 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 0 0 13 16 3.55 .51 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 0 0 13 16 3.69 .47 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 0 0 2 27 3.93 .26 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 0 0 5 24 3.83 .38 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student 
performance 
0 0 10 19 3.66 .48 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 0 1 9 19 3.62 .56 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 0 0 6 22 3.79 .42 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 0 2 9 18 3.55 .63 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 
0 0 11 18 3.62 .49 
11. Ability to communicate with parents 0 1 5 23 3.76 .51 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 
0 1 6 22 3.72 .53 
a Rating scale: 1 = very unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = important, 4 = very important. 
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for learning "very important" (initial test). Making subjects interesting and understandable was rated 
"very important" by 90 per cent (initial and final tests). The only skill rated "very important" by less 
than 50 per cent of the student teachers was teaching gifted students (post-test). Initial and final 
ratings of Teaching Skill Importance for each of the 12 skills were analyzed by paired t-tests to 
Table 6. Post-test frequency of responses, means, and standard deviations of Teaching Skill 
Importance (TSI) 
Item la 2 3 4 M SD 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting and 
understandable 
0 0 3 26 3.90 .31 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 0 0 8 21 3.72 .45 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 0 0 12 17 3.59 .50 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 0 0 4 25 3.86 .35 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 0 1 8 20 3.66 .55 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student 
performance 
0 0 11 18 3.66 .49 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 0 2 11 16 3.48 .63 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 0 0 11 18 3.62 .49 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 0 2 13 13 3.39 .63 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 
0 0 10 18 3.64 .49 
11. Ability to communicate with parents 0 0 5 24 3.83 .38 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 
0 0 10 19 3.66 .48 
a Rating scale; 1 = very unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = important, 4 = very important. 
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determine changes during student teaching . There were no significant differences in ratings of TSI. 
Teaching Skill Preparation (TSP). The highest initial test mean rating of adequacy of 
preparation was for planning (3.34) and the lowest was for communicating with parents (2.41) (Table 
7). Over half of the student teachers rated their preparation as "very weak" or "inadequate" for 
communicating with parents (55%) and for integrating special needs students (52%), indicating a 
wide range of beliefs about the adequacy of their preparation in these areas. 
On the post-test, planning again received the highest mean rating (3.55), while teaching low 
ability students received the lowest (2.79) (Table 8). At least one fourth rated their preparation 
negatively ("very weak" or "inadequate") for the following skills: teaching low ability students 
(32%), teaching gifted students (30%), integrating special needs students (32%), communicating with 
parents (39%), and maintaining working relationships (32%). The most positive ratings of 
preparation were given to planning; 70 per cent rated this skill preparation "very strong." The only 
change in TSP was an increase in the rating for adequacy of preparation in "ability to integrate 
special needs students into regular classroom activities" (from 2.57 on initial test to 3.00 on post-test, 
p < ,05). Overall, student teachers' beliefs about the adequacy of their preparation were moderate to 
positive and stable throughout the semester. 
Teacher Efficacy Scale. The Gibson and Dembo (1984) items were analyzed using SPSS 
confirmatory factor analysis with principal components analysis. Varimax rotation with Kaiser 
normalization resulted in two factors nearly identical to those reported in the literature (Table 9). 
Only one item, redirecting disruptive students, loaded more heavily on the opposite factor. The 
reliability test yielded a Cronbach's coefficient alpha of .72. 
Means of the PE and TE composites were calculated and initial and post-test differences 
were determined using paired t-tests (Table 10). There was no change in the mean of the PE 
construct. TE decreased significantly from 3.65 on the initial test to 3.29 on the post-test (p < .006). 
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Table 7. Initial test frequency of responses, means, and standard deviations of Teaching Skill 
Preparation (TSP) 
Item la 2 3 4 M SD 
I. Ability to make subject matter interesting and 
understandable 
0 5 17 7 3.07 .65 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 1 2 12 14 3.34 .77 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 0 7 15 5 2.93 .68 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 0 4 16 9 3.17 .66 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 1 9 15 4 2.96 .74 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student 
performance 
1 8 17 3 2.76 .69 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 1 13 12 3 2.59 .73 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 0 7 18 3 2.86 .59 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 1 10 14 4 2.72 .75 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 
2 13 11 3 2.52 .78 
11. Ability to conununicate with parents 5 11 9 4 2.41 .95 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 
1 9 11 8 2.90 .86 
a Rating scale; 1 = very weak, 2 = inadequate, 3 = adequate, 4 = very strong. 
Discussion 
According to Bandura's theory, the power of self-efficacy as a predictor of behavior is 
contingent upon two assumptions: sufficient incentive and pre-requisite skills. In this study, 
incentive to perform the skills well was presumed because the skills were taken from the student 
teaching evaluation forms. It was measured by importance ratings. These ratings were high and 
stable throughout the student teaching semester. Possession of the necessary subskills was presumed 
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because student teaching occurs at the end of the teacher education program. It was measured by 
ratings of adequacy of preparation. Student teachers gave their preparation mixed ratings with only 
one significant change from the initial test to the post-test (an increase). Because of the role of 
cognitive processing of efficacy information in SCT, the student teachers' perceptions of the 
adequacy of their preparation are believed to be more powerful than the actual quality of the 
Table 8. Post-test frequency of responses, means, and standard deviations of Teaching Skill 
Preparation (TSP) 
Item la 2 3 4 M SD 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting and 
understandable 
0 0 19 9 3.32 .48 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 1 2 6 20 3.55 .78 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 3 4 17 5 2.83 .85 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 0 6 12 11 3.17 .76 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 1 5 17 6 2.97 .73 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student 
performance 
1 6 13 9 3.03 .82 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 2 7 14 5 2.79 .83 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 0 6 17 5 2.96 .64 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 0 8 16 3 2.81 .62 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 
2 7 8 11 3.00 .98 
11. Ability to communicate with parents 3 8 7 10 2.86 1.04 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 
3 6 7 12 3.00 1.05 
a Rating scale: 1 = very weak, 2 = inadequate, 3 = adequate, 4 = very strong. 
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Table 9. Factor Item Loadings for Gibson and Dembo Teacher Efficacy Scale 
No. Item Factor loading; Previous^ Current'' 
Factor 1: Personal Teaching Efficacy (PE) 
1. When the grades of my students improve it will usually 
be because I have found more effective teaching approaches. .55 .56 
5. When a student is having difficulty with an assignment, 
I will usually be able to adjust it to his/her level. .46 .45 
6. When a student gets a better grade than she/he usually gets, it 
will usually be because I found better ways of teaching that student .46 .74 
7. When I really try, I will be able to get through to 
the most difficult students. .53 .58 
9. When a student does better than usual, many times it will be 
because I exerted a little extra effort. .49 .68 
10. If a student masters a new concept quickly, this might be 
because I know the necessary steps in teaching that concept. .61 .70 
12. If a student did not remember information I gave in a 
previous lesson, I would know how to increase her/his 
retention in the next lesson. .51 .61 
13. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel 
assured that I will know some techniques to redirect him/her quickly. .49 (.29) 
15. If one of my students couldn't do a class assignment. 
I would be able to accurately assess whether the assignment 
was at the correct level of difficulty. .48 .45 
Factor 2: General Teaching Efficacy (TE) 
2. The hours in my class will have little influence on students 
compared to the influence of their home environment. .54 .56 
3. The amount that a student can learn is primarily related to 
family background. .54 .56 
4. If students aren't disciplined at home, they aren't likely to 
accept any discipline. .60 .65 
8. A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve 
because a student's home environment is a large influence 
on his/her achievement. .65 .71 
11. If parents would do more with their children, I could do more. .52 .41 
13. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel 
assured that I will know some techniques to redirect him/her quickly. .48 
14. The influences of a student's home experiences can be 
overcome by good teaching. -.52 .62 
16. Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach 
many students. .45 .39 
a As reported by Gibson and Dembo (1984). 
b As found in this study. 
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Table 10. T-Tests: Personal Teaching Efficacy (PE), General Teaching Efficacy (TE) 
Factor Mean SD df t p< .05 
PE 
Initial 4.48 .496 
Post 4.56 .591 27 -0.64 
TE 
Initial 3.65 .644 
Post 3.29 .567 27 2.96 .006 
preparation. Thus, these results support the assumption of sufficient incentive, but only partially 
support the assumption of pre-requisite skills. Direct experience is hypothesized to be the most 
powerful source of efficacy expectations. Because student teaching provides the most direct and 
comprehensive opportunity for prospective teachers to perform teaching skills, one would reasonably 
expect that self-efficacy would change - ideally, increase - as a result of the experience. The fact 
that student teachers expected to be more successful after student teaching supports this expectation 
and indicates that they value student teaching as part of their preparation program. The expectation 
of increased self-efficacy was realized for eight of the 12 skills. 
Yet the results of this study appear to be ambiguous: self-efficacy increased according to the 
responses to most of the Teaching Skill Expectation items, but not as measured by the Gibson and 
Dembo personal and general teaching efficacy constructs. In fact, TE decreased significantly. 
Several explanations for this phenomenon are plausible. 
The difference in level of specificity of self-efficacy items may have caused the difference in 
results. PE items are more global, more classroom outcome-oriented; TE items are also global and 
relative impact-oriented. TSE items are more task-specific and teacher behavior-oriented. 
Generality is considered a key dimension of self-efficacy, but has not been addressed routinely in 
self-efficacy research related to teachers (Vispoel & Chen, 1990). The mixed results of this study 
emphasize the importance of further attention to this dimension. 
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It may be that TSE, TE, and PE actually measure three different concepts. One clue to this is 
in the wording of the items and the measurement scales. TE and PE "Agree/Disagree" responses 
suggest opinions or beliefs; TSE "Successful/Unsuccessful" responses imply judgments about one's 
ability to perform. Because TSE items are more behavior-oriented, task-specific, and are measured 
on a continuum of predicted success, they may come closer to measuring self-efficacy expectations 
as defined in Bandura's model. Also, these judgments may be more apt to change as newly learned 
skills are attempted. For this reason, measuring TSE may be more useful, i.e., more sensitive to 
change, in studies of teacher education students and programs or when self-efficacy is used as a 
dependent variable. 
PE and TE, being more general, outcome- and impact-oriented, and measured by degree of 
agreement, may represent some more general concept of professional optimism or a set of optimistic 
beliefs. In other words, PE and TE may be measuring whether teachers are positive about their 
overall potential and effectiveness (PE) and hopeful (i.e., not "burned out") about potential 
contributions of their profession to children's lives (TE). Although neither of these concepts is the 
same as the efficacy expectations that Bandura proposes as predictive of behavior, they may have 
predictive power as well. This possibility merits further investigation. 
The decrease in TE found in this study may be evidence of the "reality shock" often referred 
to in literature about student teaching (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990). The lack of change in PE may 
indicate that student teachers believe in their own overall potential as teachers even though they are 
still acquiring and/or testing their specific teaching skills. In fact, one would wonder why a person 
who lacked such a positive self-perception would still be in a teacher preparation program by the 
time student teaching occurs. Thus, this scale may be more appropriate for studies of in-service 
teachers or when self-efficacy is used as an independent variable. 
The prediction of success scale piloted in this study is still a fairly gross measure of self-
efficacy. Further refinements will include greater attention to the dimensions of strength and 
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generality. Strength could be measured by addition of a confidence continuum to each item. 
Generality could be addressed by elaborating the task description and/or the student population. For 
example, "ability to make subject interesting" could be measured by several more specific items 
such as "ability to create interesting multimedia lessons." It is important that the items be based on 
important identified program outcomes. 
Also, future research should examine outcome expectations, that is, the presumed connection 
between teacher behavior and student behavior and/or achievement: For example, the "ability to 
create interesting multimedia lessons" item has no relevance in self-efilcacy theory unless the teacher 
also holds a related outcome expectation such as "muhimedia lessons increase student interest and 
achievement." This connection may be implied by importance, but has not been explored directly. 
Another feature of the theory that merits research is the mediating role of cognitive 
processing in forming self-efficacy judgments. Because cues and rules for processing and integrating 
efficacy information are learned, it should be possible to teach students to be aware of their self-
efficacy levels and expectations and to develop thought processes that enhance self-efficacy. It is the 
person's thoughts about his/her successes, difficulties, and failures that determine resultant self-
efficacy, not the fact that he/she succeeded or failed or whether it was done with ease. 
Although one must be careful in drawing conclusions from the results of this study, 
preliminary findings indicate that changes in self-efficacy as measured by TSE did occur during 
student teaching. Although student teachers who completed the study did not appear to be 
substantially different from those who did not participate or those who dropped out, further 
investigation is necessary to ensure that the results were not due to sample size or self selection. 
There is a need for further investigation of self-efficacy in teacher education, specifically in 
student teaching and other field experiences. Questions include whether changes are specifically 
related to the education students' opportunity to perform the skills in question or to their beliefs about 
the consequences of the skills on student achievement or engagement, as well as whether there are 
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ways to increase or enhance development of self-efficacy in student teachers. Comprehensive study 
of the contributions of the various components of a teacher education program to self-efficacy 
development would provide a theoretically based empirical framework for program development or 
modification. 
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CHAPTER 4. SUMMARY, FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to investigate changes in self-efficacy in teacher education 
students. Using Bandura's Social Cognitive Theory and self-efficacy theory as the theoretical 
framework, data were collected from student teachers at the beginning and end of their assignments. 
The major findings of the study and recommendations follow. 
Selected Findings 
Research Questions 
The major findings are summarized for each of the following research questions; 
1. Do teacher education students believe it is important for a teacher to perform well the skills 
identified? 
Ratings of importance were generally high, indicating that they do believe it is important to 
perform these skills well. Even the skill with the lowest average rating, teaching gifted students, was 
rated high: 3.55 (pre-test) and 3.39 (post-test) on a four point scale. The highest rating, for planning, 
was 3.90 (pre- and post-test). 
2. Do they feel that their teacher education program has prepared them well to do these things? 
Ratings of adequacy of preparation were moderate and mixed, meaning some student 
teachers felt well prepared in some areas. Only three skills (making subject interesting, planning, 
and creating a learning climate) averaged above 3.00 (adequate) on a four point scale on the pre-test. 
Over half initially rated their preparation in two skills as weak or inadequate (communicating with 
parents, integrating special needs students). 
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3. Do they expect to be able to perfonn them successfully? 
Over 65 per cent of the student teachers expected to be successful or very successful in all 
skills at the beginning of student teaching. Their predictions of success at graduation were even 
higher, with 100 per cent expecting to be successful or very successful on seven of the 12 skills. 
4. What are the sources of those expectations? 
The answer to this question could not be determined from the data collected. Many of the 
respondents did not describe the sources of their self-efficacy information. 
5. Do their ratings of importance or preparation change as a result of student teaching? 
There were no significant changes in ratings of importance and only one significant change 
(an increase) in the ratings of adequacy of preparation (integrating special needs students). It appears 
that these beliefs were formed prior to student teaching and were unchanged by the experience. 
6. Do their efficacy expectations change as a result of student teaching? 
Expectations of success at the end of student teaching were higher than those at the 
beginning for all but four of the skills (maintaining a learning climate, teaching diverse students, 
teaching gifted students, and working with their educators). Final expectations were similar to their 
predictions of success at graduation. However, these results are inconsistent with the results of the 
Gibson and Dembo (1984) scale. Personal Efficacy did not change during student teaching; 
Teaching Efficacy decreased significantly. 
7. If there is a change in self-efficacy, is it related to the sources of their efficacy expectations 
or to changes in these sources? 
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Again, due to insufficient data, no conclusions can be made about sources of self-efficacy 
information. 
Literature Review 
From a critical review of the literature, it appears there is not a very good fit between 
Bandura's self-efficacy theory and its applications in current educational research. Differences in 
defmitions, lack of attention to salient features of the model, and deviations in measurement scales 
are evidence that educational research in self-efficacy is not firmly grounded in Bandura's self-
efficacy theory. Possible explanations for this lack of adherence to Bandura's model include 
limitations of the theoretical model, evolution of the model, inappropriate deviation from the model, 
and adherence to a different model. 
Limitations of the Study 
There are two major limitations to the validity and generalizability of the conclusions: 
sample size and self-selection. Because of these issues, the findings of the study must be considered 
exploratory and preliminary. 
Sample size. The low return rate indicates problems with the data collection methodology 
and/or the instrument. Mailing surveys to student teachers at their schools resulted in several, 
especially those with out of state addresses, to be returned undelivered. This may have been due to 
changes in living arrangements or assignments, to school mail processors not recognizing addressees 
as student teachers or not knowing their cooperating teachers, or to routine problems associated with 
changing a postal address. Slow mail delivery also hampered data collection. Some student teachers 
reported receiving the survey on or after the date it was to be returned. 
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The length of the instrument may have caused some student teachers to fail to respond. 
Although students who pilot tested the instrument reported taking 20-30 minutes to complete it, some 
student teachers reported it took them longer. 
The timing of the mailings so that the student teachers would be actively teaching ensured 
that they would have a realistic sense of the demands of their placement. It also meant that they 
arrived at a particularly busy time. Feeling pressed for time may be the reason some chose to 
complete the numeric responses, but not to write the open-ended responses. 
Self-selection. Whether the low return rate contributed to random error or biased the sample 
is an important question. Self-selection is always suspect, even though preliminary comparisons 
revealed no known pattern of bias. 
Recommendations 
Self-efficacy theory appears to have much to offer as a theoretical framework for education 
research. However, closer adherence to the model is necessary in order for further research to 
confirm its value. Suggestions for such adherence in further research include: 
• Construction of valid, reliable task-specific scales and instruments 
• Development of valid, reliable formats and items for measuring outcome expectations 
• Accounting for assumptions inherent in the model 
• Employment of qualitative measures to further understanding of cognitive processing of efficacy 
information 
• Developing interventions to enhance self-efficacy development 
There is a need for further investigation of self-efficacy in teacher education, specifically in 
student teaching and other field experiences. Questions include whether changes are specifically 
related to the education students' opportunity to perform the skills in question or to their beliefs about 
the consequences of the skills on student achievement or engagement, as well as whether there are 
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ways to increase or enhance development of self-efficacy in student teachers. Comprehensive study 
of the contributions of the various components of a teacher education program to self-efficacy 
development would provide a theoretically based empirical framework for program development or 
modification. 
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APPENDIX A: INITIAL INSTRUMENT 
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I. First we would like to ask some questions about you and your professional preparation. 
1. At wtiat grade level are you preparing to teach? (Check all that apply.) 
Early Childhood 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 
None. If you do not intend to become a teacher, check this option and return the questionnaire as directed on 
page 9. 
2. If your primary teaching level is 7-12, which of the following subject areas best describes your major teaching 
area? If you are preparing to teach in more than one area, use 1 to indicate your major and 2 to indicate your minor. 
English Home Economics Physical Science 
Foreign Language Mathematics Physics 
General Science Music History & Social Studies 
Health Education Physical Education Speech & Communications 
Agriculture 
Biology 
Chemistry 
Earth Science 
Other (specify) 
3. What is your gender? Male ___ Female 
4. What is your date of birth? - - (month - day - year) 
5. Which of the following best describes your racial/ethnic background? 
Asian/Pacific Islander Black/African American Hispanic/Latino 
___ Native American/Alaskan White/Caucasian Other 
6. Which of the following best describes your student teaching activities so far? 
I have been observing and getting acquainted. 
I have worked with individual students or small groups. 
I have taught a few lessons or parts of lessons. 
I am responsible for teaching a particular class or subject. 
I am responsible for teaching most or all classes or subjects. 
Other (explain) 
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n. We would like to know how you rate your ability to teach and how you arrived at your opinion. For each 
of the items below: 1) please indicate how successful you would expect to be if you were to teach right now; 
2) please indicate how successful you expect to be after completing the teacher education program. Then 
describe the sources of information that you used to estimate your current ability, such as personal 
experiences, observations, class activities or assignments, comments or opinions of others, strong feelings 
you've experienced, etc. Write on the back of the sheet if additional space is needed. 
Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
Current At Graduation 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting 
and understandable 1 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 
Current 
3 2 1 
At Graduation 
4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 4 1 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 4 1 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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Very successful 
Successful 
Unsuccessful 
4 
3 
2 
Very successful 
Successful 
Unsuccessful 
4 
3 
2 
Very unsuccessful 1 Very unsuccessful 1 
Current 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student perfonnance4 3 2 1 
At Graduation 
4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
7. Ability to teacii love achieving students 1 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 1 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very successful 
Successful 
Unsuccessful 
4 
3 
2 
Very unsuccessful 1 Very unsuccessful 1 
Current At Graduation 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 1 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 1 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 11. Ability to conununicate with parents 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessfiil 1 
Current At Graduation 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationsliips 
with other teachers and administrators 4 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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ni. Using the following scales: 1) please indicate how important you feel each of the following areas are to 
being a successful teacher, 2) please indicate how adequate your preparation has been in each of the areas. 
Circle the number that indicates your response. 
Very important 4 
Important 3 
Unimportant 2 
Very strong 4 
Adequate 3 
Inadequate 2 
Very unimportant 1 Very weak 1 
Importance to Success Adequacy of Preparation 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting 
and understandable 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student performance 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
11. Ability to communicate with parents 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
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IV. Next, think of yourself as a teacher. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement below by circling the appropriate numeral to the right of each statement 
Strongly agree 6 
Moderately agree 5 
Agree slightly 4 
Disagree slightly 3 
Moderately disagree 2 
Strongly disagree 1 
1. When the grades of my students improve it will usually 
be because I have found more effective teaching approaches. 
2. The hours in my class will have little influence on students 
compared to the influence of their home environment. 
3. The amount that a student can leam is primarily related 
to family background. 
4. If students aren't disciplined at home, they aren't likely to 
accept any discipline. 
5. When a student is having difficulty with an assignment, 
I will usually be able to adjust it to his/her level. 
6. When a student gets a better grade than she/he usually gets, it 
will usually be because I found better ways of teaching that student. 6 
7. When I really try, I will be able to get through to 
the most difficult students. 
8. A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve 
because a student's home environment is a large influence 
on his/her achievement. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
9. When a student does better than usual, many times it will be 
because I exerted a little extra effort. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
10. If a student masters a new concept quickly, this might be 
because I know the necessary steps in teaching that concept. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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Strongly agree 6 
Moderately agree 5 
Agree slightly 4 
Disagree slightly 3 
Moderately disagree 2 
Strongly disagree 1 
11. If parents would do more with their children, I could do more. 
12. If a student did not remember information I gave in a 
previous lesson, I would know how to increase her/his 
retention in the next lesson. 
13.1f a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel 
assured that 1 will know some techniques to redirect him/her quickly. 6 5 4 3 2 I 
14. The influences of a student's home experiences can be 
overcome by good teaching. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
IS. If one of my students couldn't do a class assignment, 
I would be able to accurately assess whether the assignment 
was at the correct level of difficulty. 6 5 4 3 2 I 
l6.Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach 
many students. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Thank you for taking the time to help us with this study. 
Please mail the questionnaire in the postage-paid return envelope by February 25,1994. 
Date questionnaire completed 
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APPENDIX B: POST-TEST INSTRUMENT 
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I. First we would like to ask some questions about you and your professional preparation. 
1. At what grade level are you preparing to teach? (Check all that apply.) 
Early Childhood 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 
None. If you do not intend to become a teacher, check this option and return the questionnaire as directed on 
page 9. 
2. If your primary teaching level is 7-12, which of the following subject areas best describes your major teaching 
area? If you are preparing to teach in more than one area, use 1 to indicate your major and 2 to indicate your minor. 
Agriculture 
Biology 
Chemistry 
Earth Science 
Other (specify). 
English 
Foreign Language 
General Science 
Health Education 
Home Economics _ 
Mathematics 
Music 
Physical Education. 
Physical Science 
Physics 
History & Social Studies 
Speech & Communications 
3. What is your gender? Male Female 
4. What is your date of birth? . (month - day - year) 
5. Which of the following best describes your racial/ethnic background? 
Asian/Pacific Islander Black/African American Hispanic/Latino 
Native American/Alaskan White/Caucasian Other 
6. Which of the following best describes your student teaching activities so far? 
I have been observing and getting acquainted. 
I have worked with individual students or small groups. 
I have taught a few lessons or parts of lessons. 
I am responsible for teaching a particular class or subject. 
I am responsible for teaching most or all classes or subjects. 
Other (explain) 
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n. We would like to know how you rate your ability to teach and how you arrived at your opinion. For each 
of the items below, please indicate how successful you would expect to be if you were to teach right now. 
Then describe the sources of information that you used to estimate your current ability, such as personal 
experiences, observations, class activities or assignments, comments or opinions of others, strong feelings 
you've experienced, etc. Write on the back of the sheet if additional space is needed. 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
Very successfiil 
Successful 
Unsuccessful 
Very unsuccessful 
4 
3 
2 
1 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting 
and understandable 4 3 2 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student performance 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
11. Ability to communicate with parents 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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Very successful 4 
Successful 3 
Unsuccessful 2 
Very unsuccessful 1 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 4 3 2 1 
What personal experiences, observations, class assignments or activities, comments or opinions of others, strong 
feelings, etc. did you use to arrive at your estimate of your current ability? 
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m. Using the following scales: 1) please indicate how important you feel each of the following areas are to 
being a successful teacher, 2) please indicate how adequate your preparation has been in each of the areas. 
Circle the number that indicates your response. 
Very important 4 
Important 3 
Unimportant 2 
Very strong 4 
Adequate 3 
Inadequate 2 
Very unimportant 1 Very weak 1 
Importance to Success Adequacy of Preparation 
1. Ability to make subject matter interesting 
and understandable 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
2. Ability to plan daily and unit lessons 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
3. Ability to analyze and solve learning problems 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
4. Ability to maintain a climate conducive to learning 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
5. Ability to bring disruptive students back on task 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
6. Ability to measure and evaluate student performance 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
7. Ability to teach low achieving students 4 3 2 1 3 2 1 
8. Ability to teach diverse students 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
9. Ability to teach gifted and talented students 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
10. Ability to integrate special needs students into 
regular classroom activities 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
11. Ability to conununicate with parents 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
12. Ability to maintain effective working relationships 
with other teachers and administrators 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 
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IV. Next, think of yourself as a teacher. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement below by circling the appropriate numeral to the right of each statement 
Strongly agree 6 
Moderately agree 5 
Agree slightly 4 
Disagree slightly 3 
Moderately disagree 2 
Strongly disagree 1 
1. When the grades of my students improve it will usually 
be because I have found more effective teaching approaches. 
2. The hours in my class will have little influence on students 
compared to the influence of their home environment. 
3. The amount that a student can leam is primarily related 
to family background. 
4. If students aren't disciplined at home, they aren't likely to 
accept any discipline. 
5. When a student is having difficulty with an assignment, 
I will usually be able to adjust it to his/her level. 
6. When a student gets a better grade than she/he usually gets, it 
will usually be because I found better ways of teaching that student. 6 
7. When I really try, I will be able to get through to 
the most difficult students. 
8. A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve 
because a student's home environment is a large influence 
on his/her achievement. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
9. When a student does better than usual, many times it will be 
because I exerted a little extra effort. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
10. If a student masters a new concept quickly, this might be 
because I know the necessary steps in teaching that concept. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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Strongly agree 6 
Moderately agree 5 
Agree slightly 4 
Disagree slightly 3 
Moderately disagree 2 
Strongly disagree 1 
1 l.If parents would do more with their children, 1 could do more. 
12.1f a student did not remember information I gave in a 
previous lesson, I would know how to increase her/his 
retention in the next lesson. 
13. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel 
assured that I will know some techniques to redirect him/her quickly. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
14. The influences of a student's home experiences can be 
overcome by good teaching. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
IS. If one of my students couldn't do a class assignment, 
I would be able to accurately assess whether the assignment 
was at the correct level of difficulty. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
16. Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach 
many students. 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Thank you for taking the time to help us with this study. 
Please mail the questionnaire in the postage-paid return envelope by May 6,1994. 
Date questionnaire completed 
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APPENDIX C: COVER LETTERS 
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February 16, 1994 
Dear Teacher Education Student: 
In order to learn more about teacher education and teacher education students, we need to know what you 
think about your teaching ability and your preparation to teach. To accomplish this, we are asking you to 
complete and return the enclosed questionnaire. 
The questions are organized into four sections; 1) information about you and your professional plans, 2) 
your ratings of your teaching abilities, 3) your ratings of the importance of certain teaching skills and the 
quality of your preparation to perform them, and 4) your beliefs about the influence of teachers on student 
learning aiid behavior. Those of you who are currendy student teaching also will receive a second similar 
questionnaire near the end of the semester. The success of our research depends upon your completion of 
dl questionnaires you receive. Your voluntary participation will be greatly appreciated. 
Although you may be asked to complete the questionnaire during class time or while student teaching, your 
instructor or supervisor will not see your responses and neither your participation nor your responses will 
affect your grades in any way. Your responses will be completely confidential. The questionnaire has an 
identification number for mailing and/or matching purposes only. Your name will not appear on the 
questionnaire. The information from all respondents will be analyzed and reported in terms of group 
summaries, not individual answers. 
Please complete the enclosed questionnaire as honestiy and completely as possible. Questionnaires 
completed in class will be placed in a collection envelope. Student teachers should place the questionnaire 
in the postage-paid return envelope provided and drop it in a mailbox. Thank you in advance for your 
participation and for helping to further our knowledge and understanding of the process of learning to teach. 
If you have any questions about this study, please write or call us at 515-294-9622. 
Sincerely, 
M. J. "Mandi" Anderson Lively, Research Associate 
Dr. Dean A. Pease, Professor 
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April 22,1994 
Dear Teacher Education Student: 
Thank you very much for responding to our survey about your perceptions of your teaching ability and your 
preparation to teach. We realize that this is a very busy time for you and would greatiy appreciate your 
cooperation in completing this study. Your responses are important! 
Although you may be asked to complete the questionnaire during cl^s time or while student teaching, your 
instructor or supervisor will not see your responses and neither your participation nor your responses will 
affect your grades in any way. Your responses will be completely confidential. The questionnaire has an 
identification number for mailing and/or matching purposes only. Your name will not appear on the 
questionnaire. The information from all respondents will be analyzed and reported in terms of group 
summaries, not individual answers. 
Please complete the enclosed questionnaire as honestiy and completely as possible. Questionnaires 
completed in class will be placed in a collection envelope. Student teachers should place the questionnaire 
in the postage-paid return envelope provided and drop it in a mailbox. Thank you in advance for your 
participation and for helping to further our knowledge and understanding of the process of learning to teach. 
If you have any questions about this study, please write or call us at 515-294-9622. 
Sincerely, 
M. J. "Mandi" Anderson Lively, Research Associate 
Dr. Dean A. Pease, Professor 
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APPENDIX D: FOLLOW-UP POSTCARDS 
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Research Institute for Studies in Education, Iowa State 
University 
March?, 1994 
Dear Teacher Education Student 
You recently received a questionnaire asking what you think 
about your teaching ability and your preparation to teach. If 
you have completed and returned the survey instrument, thank 
you very much for your cooperation. If you have not yet 
completed it, please do so as soon as possible and return it in 
the postpaid envelope. Your responses are important to the 
success of the study. 
Sincerely, 
Dean A. Pease Mandi Anderson Lively 
Research Institute for Studies in Education, Iowa State 
University 
May 4, 1994 
Dear Teacher Education Student 
You recently received a second questionnaire asking what you 
think about your teaching ability and your preparation to teach. 
It is extremely important that we have your responses in order 
to complete the study. If you have completed and returned the 
survey instrument, thank you very much for your cooperation. 
If you have not yet completed it, please do so as soon as 
possible and return it in the postpaid envelope. 
Congratulations to those of you who are graduating, and good 
luck to all of you in the future. 
Sincerely, 
Dean A. Pease Mandi Anderson Lively 
87 
APPENDIX E: HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
Information for Review of Resjraf&h Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa istate Univ«nity . ; ,:v-
(Please type and use the attached Instructions for completing this form) 
1. TitiAnfPmjiv't Self-Efficacy of Teacher Education Students 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects arc 
protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the committee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
projecthasbeensqjprovedwillbesubmittedtothecommitteeforreview. lagreetorequestrenewalofappiovalforwyproject 
continuing more than one year. V ^ ^ 
Mary J. Anderson Lively ^1 3 c' "3 
Typed None of Principal lavestigitor 
Professional Studies / RISE 
Depaitmect 
Date . Signamtecif Piiad^Invenigaior, 
E005 Lagomarcino 
Campai Address 
294-9622 
Cimpas Telephone 
3. Signalgespf other investigate^ Date Relationship to PriinpaHflve^gator 
• ' Q 
Ft3 A 1994 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check all that apply) 
d Faculty HI Staff Graduate Student • Undergradiiaie Student ISiJ '• 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
• Research Q "Hiesis or dissertation • Class project • Independent Study (490,590, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
# Adults, non-students # ISU student # minors under 14 other (explain) 
# minors 14-17 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (S«e instructions, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
See Attached 
8. 
• . 
Infonned Consent: 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
• Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
^ Modified informed consent will be obtained. (See instructions, item 8.) 
• Not applicable to this project. 
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9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the methods to be used to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. (Sec 
instructions, item 9.) 
See attached 
10. What rislcs or diso^ort will be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions that will te taken to minimize them. (The conc^ of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-respect as well as psychological or emodonal risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
None 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
• A. Medical clearance necessary tefore subjects can parwipate 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
• C. Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
• D. Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
• E Deception of subjects 
• F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or • Subjects 14-17 years of age 
Q G. Subjects in institutions (nursing homes, prisons, etc.) 
• H. Research must be approved by another instimtion or agency (Attach letters of approval) 
If you checked any of the items in 11, please complete the fcQowing in the space below (include any attachments): 
Items A-D Describe the procedures and note the safety precautions being taken. 
Item E Describe how subjects win be deceived; justify the deception; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and information to be present^ to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14, indicate how Informed consent from parents or legally authorized repre­
sentatives as well as firom subjects will be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must approve the project. If subjects in any outside agency or 
instimtion are involved, approval must be obt^ned prior to teginning tte research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
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Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. Q Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will ccxitact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary; nonparticipadon will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13. • Consent form (if applicable) 
14. Q Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
15.0 Data-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
2/14/94 5/31/94 
Month / Day / Year Month/Day / Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
5/31/95 
Month / Day / Year 
18. Signature of Departmental &(e6utive Officer Date Department or Administrative Unit ^ 
- /7^  — 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project Approved Project Not Approved No Action Required 
P a t r i c i a  M .  K e i t h  
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
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7. The purpose of this study is to compare the beliefs and perceptions of students at three stages in the 
teacher education program: at entry, midway through the program, and during student teaching. Those who 
are student teaching will be surveyed again at the conclusion of their assignment (post-test) and their 
responses will be compared to their initial responses (pre-test). Albert Bandura's Social Cognitive Theory is 
being used as the theoretical framework for the study. 
Students will be asked to complete a questionnaire about their general and personal teaching self-efficacy, 
their beliefs about the importance of selected teaching skills, their perceptions of the adequacy of their 
preparation in these skills, their ratings of their teaching abilities, and the sources of their self-efficacy 
information. It is hypothesized that students who have had more successful experiences in performing these 
teaching skills in a classroom will have higher perceptions of self-efficacy than those who have not had such 
experiences. 
Beginning students will be asked to complete the survey instrument during EL ED/SEC ED 204; mid-
program students in EL ED/SEC ED 406. Instruments will be mailed to student teachers. One follow-up 
attempt (postcard) will be made for student teachers who do not respond within two weeks. Participation 
will be voluntary; no compensation will be provided. 
9. Personal identifiers will be used for tracking responses, making appropriate follow-up attempts, and 
matching pre- and post-test data. Subjects will be assigned ED numbers which will be placed on the 
questionnaires. No names will be placed on the instrument or in the database. 
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APPENDIX F: COMPARISONS OF RESPONDERS AND NON-RESPONDERS 
93 
Chi square tests of equal proportion 
1, Gender by responder 
Count " 
Exp Val "Non-resp Respondent 
Residual" Row 
n 1 2 " Total 
GENDER w w w w w w w w ^  w w w w w w w w , w w ** w ^ 
1 " 30 19 49 
Male n 31.9 " 17,1 " 26.3% 
n 
-1.9 1,9 n 
w w w w w w w , w w w w w w w w 
> 
2 " 91 46 137 
Female n 89,1 " 47,9 " 73.7% 
n 1,9 " -1.9 n 
^ w w w w w w w ^  w w w w w w w w 
Coliamn 121 65 186 
Total 65,1% 34.9% 100.0% 
Chi-Square Value DF Significance 
Pearson 
Continuity Correction 
Likelihood Ratio 
Mantel-Haenszel test for 
linear association 
.42909 
.23088 
.42491 
.42678 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 17.124 
1 
1 
1 
1 
.51244 
,63088 
,51450 
,51357 
Number of Missing Observations: 0 
2. Teaching level by responder 
Count " 
Exp Val "Non-resp Respondent 
Residual" Row 
1 " 2 " Total 
TWOLHVdj ^ 
1 " 81 " 27* " 108 
EC/Elem " 69.0 " 39.0 "60.0% 
" 12.0 " -12.0 " 
g u n \\ \% u \\ \t ^ \\ n w u n ^ 
2 " 34 " 38* " 72 
" 46,0 " 26,0 " 40.0% 
" -12.0 " 12.0 " 
^ « W W w w w w , u w w w w w w 
Column 115 65 180 
Total 63.9% 36.1% 100.0% 
Value 
Secondary 
Chi-Square DF Significance 
Pearson 
Continuity Correction 
Likelihood Ratio 
Mantel-Haenszel test for 
linear association 
14.44816 
13.26923 
14.40448 
14,36789 
,00014 
,00027 
,00015 
,00015 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 2 6 . 0 0 0  Number of Missing Observations: 6 
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Table 11. T-tests for representative sample 
Variable Non-respondents 
Mean SD 
Respondents 
Mean SD 
df t P 
ACT 20.55 4.45 21.69 4.41 108 -1.22 .226 
GPA 2.99 0.35 3.05 0.37 174 -1.00 .318 
Math PPST 177.67 6.14 177.67 7.09 100 0.00 1.000 
Reading PPST 177.06 5.13 177.73 5.91 100 -0.58 .563 
Writing PPST 175.00 3.53 175.17 3.79 100 -0.21 .832 
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APPENDIX G: COMPARISONS OF COMPLETERS AND NON-COMPLETERS 
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Chi square tests of equal proportion 
1, COMPLETE by Gender 
COMPLETE 
NO 
YES 
Count " 
Exp Val "Male Female 
Residual" Row 
1 " 2 " Total 
n « M w n « « « , « n « « « n n « , n n n » « ^ 
1.00 " 44 " 113 " 157 
" 41,4 " 115.6 " 84.4% 
2.6 " -2.6 " 
g u n u M n n ^ n w u u n ^ 
2.00 " 5 " 24 " 29 
7.6 " 21.4 "15.6% 
"  - 2 . 6  "  2 . 6  "  
Column 
Total 
49 
26.3% 
137 
73 .7% 
186 
100.0% 
Chi-Square Value DF Significance 
Pearson 
Continuity Correction 
Likelihood Ratio 
Mantel-Haenszel test for 
linear association 
1.46711 
.96397 
1.57956 
1.45922 
1 
1 
1 
1 
.22580 
.32619 
.20882 
.22705 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 7.600 Number of Missing Observations: 0 
COMPLETE by Teaching level 
Count " 
Exp Val "EC/Elem Secondary 
Residual" Row 
n 1 2 " Total 
COMPLETE w \\ n n u n n • « \\ u \t u n u ^ w w w w ^ 
NO 1,00 n 97 54 151 
n 90.6 " 60.4 " 83.9% 
n 6.4 " -6.4 n 
g" n n u \\ M n , \t u w n "> 
YES 2.00 n 11* 18* 29 
n 17.4 " 11.6 " 16.1% 
n 
-6.4 6.4 n 
^ w \\ u n u ^ w « w w w w w 
Column 108 72 180 
Total 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 
Chi -Square Value DF Significance 
Pearson 
Continuity Correction 
Likelihood Ratio 
Mantel-Haenszel test for 
linear association 
7.01530 
5.96198 
6.87382 
6,97633 
1 
1 
1 
1 
,00808 
,01462 
,00875 
.00826 
Minimum Expected Frequency - 11,600 Number of Missing Observations: 
97 
Table 12. T-tests for representative sample 
Variable Non-Completers Completers df t P 
Mean SD Mean SD 
ACT 21.13 3.89 22.18 4.89 30 -0.66 .513 
GPA 2.94 0.33 3.17 0.39 58 -2.43* .018 
Math PPST 176.81 5.74 178.64 8.49 28 -0.70 .490 
Reading PPST 176.75 5.18 178.86 6.66 28 -0.97 .338 
Writing PPST 174.06 2.82 176.43 4.43 28 -1.77 .088 
Teaching Skill Efficacy - Initial 
Interesting 3.23 .43 3.14 .35 62 0.92 .363 
Plan 3.23 .55 3.31 .66 62 -0.54 .590 
Problems 2.97 .56 2.86 .44 63 0.86 .390 
Climate 3.20 .53 3.21 .42 61 -0.12 .980 
Disruptive 3.00 .59 2.82 .72 51 1.06 .292 
Evaluate 2.89 .63 2.89 .57 61 -0.05 .963 
Low 2.91 .62 2.88 .60 57 0.20 .845 
Diverse 3.26 .67 3.16 .55 57 0.64 .525 
Gifted 2.94 .70 2.92 .72 55 0.12 .905 
Special 3.06 .56 2.86 .71 52 1.14 .258 
Parents 3.31 .60 2.95 .65 49 2.01* .050 
Teachers 3.60 .50 3.54 .51 61 0.51 .615 
Teaching Skill Efficacy - Predicted 
Interesting 3.71 .46 3.74 .45 59 -0.30 .768 
Plan 3.80 .47 3.89 .32 60 -0.84 .405 
Problems 3.40 .50 3.44 .51 60 -0.35 .730 
Climate 3.79 .41 3.70 .47 59 0.81 .424 
Disruptive 3.66 .54 3.46 .51 59 •1.44 .156 
Evaluate 3.59 .50 3.58 .50 58 0.09 .931 
Low 3.39 .50 3.42 .58 55 -0.16 .875 
Diverse 3.56 .56 3.54 .51 54 0.14 .887 
Gifted 3.42 .56 3.35 .65 54 0.47 .640 
Special 3.43 .57 3.29 .64 49 0.86 .392 
Parents 3.63 .49 3.50 .61 48 0.86 .396 
Teachers 3.88 .33 3.88 .33 58 -0.03 .979 
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Table 12. Continued 
Variable Non-Completers Completers df t p 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Teaching Skill Importance 
Interesting 3.94 .24 3.90 .31 62 0.68 .500 
Plan 3.74 .44 3.55 .51 62 1.61 .112 
Problems 3.71 .46 3.69 .47 62 0.21 .833 
Climate 3.88 .33 3.93 .26 61 -0.65 .520 
Disruptive 3.91 .28 3.83 .38 51 1.01 .318 
Evaluate 3.71 .46 3.66 .48 62 0.50 .618 
Low 3.71 .46 3.62 .56 62 0.73 .465 
Diverse 3.66 .48 3.79 .42 61 -1.13 .261 
Gifted 3.51 .62 3.55 .63 62 -0.24 .811 
Special 3.60 .61 3.62 .49 62 -0.15 .883 
Parents 3.77 .49 3.76 .51 62 0.10 .919 
Teachers 3.69 .53 3.72 .53 62 -0.29 .773 
Teaching Skill Preparation 
Interesting 3.37 .60 3.07 .65 62 1.93 .058 
Plan 3.54 .61 3.34 .77 62 1.15 .255 
Problems 2.83 .86 2.93 .68 60 -0.49 .629 
Climate 3.21 .69 3.17 .66 61 0.20 .845 
Disruptive 2.83 .99 2.76 .74 62 0.32 .753 
Evaluate 2.97 .71 2.76 .69 62 1.21 .230 
Low 2.89 .87 2.59 .73 62 1.47 .145 
Diverse 3.23 .73 2.86 .59 61 2.18* .033 
Gifted 2.80 .63 2.72 .75 62 0.44 .662 
Special 2.71 .86 2.52 .79 62 0.95 .346 
Parents 2.74 .96 2.41 .95 61 1.33 .188 
Teachers 3.20 .87 2.90 .86 62 1.04 .167 
